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T was thought proper beſore 
the ſitting of the laſt Gene- 


Trial, commenc'd before the 


appointed for that Purpoie 
by the preceed ing General 
f Aſſembly, to print a Col- 
lection of the Authentick Papers that were Parts of that 
Proceſs, and to connect them by prefixing an Hiſtorical 
Preiace, which was little more then an Abſtract of the 
Minutes of the ſaid Committee and the Presbytery of 
Glaſgow, the only Records at that Time into which 
this Proceſs had entered. | „ 


And now, ſeeing this Affair has been the chief Im- 


ployment of the late General Aſſembly; and that they 
did not finiſh the Trial, but left what remains to the 
next Aſſembly, appointing in the mean while a Com- 
mittee to prepare and ripen it for a Deciſion: The 
lame Reaſons do require the publiſhing of this more 

. 4 2 correct 


ral Aſſembly, which was to 
judge of Profeſſor Simſon's 


Presbytery of Glaſgow, and 
carried on by them, with the 
Aſſiſtance of the Committee 
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correct Edition of the Trial, with a Cont iniiat on of 
the Proceedings in it before the laſt Aſſembly, and ſe⸗ 
veral Papers that were then added to the Progeſs. 
This Publication is intended for the Uſe of the Som- 
mittee abovementioned of the laſt Aſſembly y,. - who are 
to be the Judges in the interim; and of all the Mem- 
bers of the Church who may in the next General, Af- 
ſembly give the final Deciſion to this Cauſe ; and like- 
wiſe of any other Perſons whoſe Concern for the Truth, 
which they may ſuppoſe to be intereſted in the Conduct 
and Iſſue of this Afﬀair, or whoſe Curioſity may lead 
them to deſire to ſee a genuine Account of it. 
It may not be amiſs to give the Reader a general 
View of the true State of this Matter, before he pro- 
ceed to look unto the Detail of the ſeveral Steps of 
= 
It wit appear to the candid and underſtanding Rea- 
der of the following Account, and, if a real Concern 
for Truth be his Motive for looking i into it, he muſt 
obſerve with Pleaſure, that the Truth is not in the leaſt | 
Danger, and that, as the Proceſs now ſtands, the In- 
tereſt of that is almoſt intirely out of the Queſtion ; 
and it appears now not to be the Cauſe of Truth, but 
of a particular Man that js in Agitation : The Que- = 
{tion that lies before the Supreme Judicature of the 
Church of Stand, is not concerning the Truth or 
Falſbood of Opinions, but is a Queſtion purely of Fact; 
whether Profeſſor Simſon has at any I ime uttered Ex- 
preſſions that were not the moſt proper, or exactly a- 
greeable to the Orthodox Doctrine of this Church; 
which, it appears, he has always taught and ſfill con- 
tinues to aſſert and maintain, as his own Faith? 
This will be evident to be the true State of the Caſe, 
and muſt afford a comfortable View of it to every 
good Chriſtian, who may have bcen alarm'd before the 
fitting of the late Aſſembly with the Melancholy Ap- 
Pearance of Error coming in amongſt. 75s; tor ſo far _ 
the 


the more cautions and modeſt ventured to pronounce, 


that there were ſuch Appearances. It will now be ſeen, 


at were che Foundation of theſe Appearances; that 
they were without any real Ground, ſuch as the too 


fearful and credulous Lovers of the Truth apprehended, 


before they could examine the Caſe with an tmpartial 
o „ e 
Ihe Act of the Aſſembly 1726, appointing Inquiry 
to be made into Mr. Smſon s Opinions and Doctrine 
concerning the Holy Trinity, proceeds upon the Conſi- 


erroneous Doctrine being taught at Glaſgow, which Re- 


that Inquiry might be made into the Grounds of thoſe Re- 
ports. How or by what Means theſe Surmiſes did a- 


ted, ſhall not be here inquired into nor accountec 


goes no further back then ſometime in the Year 1725 : 
And by the Proof it appears to have been towards the 
End of the Year 1725, that is the earlieſt Period when 
any Thing exceptionable is alledged to have been utter- 
ed by the Proſeſſor; and yet in the Beginning of the 
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1 Colleges commenced in Offober 1 725, the Aſſembly ſat 


ſomet ime after the Commencement of his College, the 
Chief Article found proven is ſaid by one of the Wit- 


neſſes to have been uttered in December 1725 ; and the 


1 Inſtructions from the Presbyteries, ſome of them pretty 
* diltant from Glaſgow, muſt have been given a conſide- 
5 | rable 


«„ PRE * 


leration of certain Surmiſes and Reports of unſound and 


ports had ſpread fo far, that ſeveral Presbyteries had 
inſtructed their Commiſſioners, to propoſe to the Aſſembly 


riſe, and theſe Reports came to be ſpread and propaga- 
for: 
Altho' tis pretty remarkable, that when the Libel came 
do be framed againſt Mr. Simſon, tho it took in as 
 * large a Space of Time as could well be done; yet it 


Tear 1726, the Report, it ſeems, is fo far ſpread, that 
2 ſeveral Presbyteries do then give Iuſtructions to their 
= Commiſſioners of Aſſembly about it: The Profeſſor's 


9 the Beginning of May 1726, the Ground of thoſe Re- 
2 ports is not ſaid to have been given by the Profeſſor till 


* „ 


vi | PREFACE. © 
rable Time before May 1726 ſo that theſe Surmiſes 
and Reports have ſpread with a Velocity ſo extraordi- 
nary, as might be apt to make a Stranger, at leaſt, ſu- 
ſpect that: ſome Induſtry had been uſed in propagating 
The Inquiry, appointed by that Act, into the 
Grounds of thoſe Reports and the Opinions and Do- 
 Girines of Mr. Simſon, has been made with great Fide- 
lity and Diligence by the Presbytery of Glaſgow ; ſo | 


f that nothing was omitted to make a Diſcovery of the 
1 Profeſſor's erroneous Doctrines or Opinions, in caſe he 
f had truly vented the one, or held and believed the o 
f The Inquiry into his Opinions was indeed manage 
= in ſuch a Way, as the Profeſſor did not think agree 
FE able to the Appointment of the Act of the Aſſembly, 
: 0 | which forbids the Inquirers to inſiſ upon any Article nt 
1 contained in the Word of God, the Confeſſion of Faith, 
8 and the Larger and Shorter Catechiſms of this Church; 
= The Proteflor imagined, they were carrying their Inqui- 
1 ries into his Opinions, fart her than the Act of Aſſem 
+ © bly intended: And believed it was not ſufficient to au- 
} 3 0 x 8 | : | | 3 
8 thorize their Queſtions or oblige him to anſwer them, * 
that they might think the Anſwers to them were con- A 
| tained by Conſequence or by Interpretation in the Scrip- 


| tures or Confeſſion of Faith, becauſe, at that Rate, tige 
| Limitation upon their Inquiry might be intirely cluded : 7 
| For if they ſhould go beyond what was expreſly contain- 
dl in the Seriptures or Confeſſion, &c. they were the 
| Judges what was therein contain'd by Juterpretation or 
| Conſequence, and might carry their Inquiry as tar as 
| they thought fit; and might, after he ſhould anſwer: 
their firſt Queries, put new Queries to him, and fo on 
without any End or Limitation that he could perceive : #$ 
And, at the ſame Time, might put to him Queries 
concerning which the Church has never yet given her 
Judgment, nor perhaps many of her Menden ene 
Ws | orm 
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; form'd a diſtin& Opinion; and which, probably, were 


the Inquirers themſelves each of them ſeparately to make 


* Anſwers to, their Notions and Anſwers might not ex- 


actly agree. Any Body may judge, that to anſwer ſuch 


F Queries, were very dangerous for a Profeſſor, of whoſe 


Errors ſo many Surmiſes and Reports had ariſen ; and 


I had ſuch a violent Courſe, as ſhow'd they had made 
no ſmall Impreſſion on the Minds of many People, and 
made him a very unfit Perſon to make the firſt Declara- 


tions concerning Points never before eſtabliſhed by Au- 
thority in this Church „5 
It was the Apprehenſion of theſe Conſequences of the 


Net hod of Inquiry into Opinions, that was taken with 


£ 9 


the Profeſſor; and becauſe he thought, that to require 
him to anſwer ſuch Queſtions as above deſcribed, was 
an Infringement of the Liberty which the Laws of the 
Land, as well as of the Goſpel and this Church, had 
left to him and every Man; that he declined giving An- 
ſwers to the Queries propoſed to him by the Presbytery 
of Glaſgow, till his Obje&ions to the Competency of 
theſe Queries, and againſt their being agreeable to the 
Act of Aſſembly, ſhould be properly cognoſced and de- 
termined: And not becauſe he truly differed in Opini- 


1 


on as to the Subject of theſe Queries, from the Church, 
or even from the Members who put them to him. 
> © This Declining however to give a ready Anſwer to 


: _* thoſe Queſtions, had very bad Conſequences with Re- 


3 ſpect to himſelf; and many think it was an unlucky 


+ Grounds he had for it in Matter of Law, or the Merits 
of the Queſtion itſelf: For by Means of this the Jealou- 
ſies and Sufpicions that had been - conceived were con- 
'# firmed and increaſed ; and many People ſo far miſtook 
the Profeſſor, as to imagine that he declined. to an- 
7 ſwer theſe Queſtions, as not daring to declare his real 
Sentiments upon the Subject of them: This Conceit, 
3 however, was neither altogether chatitable, nor had: any 


or imprudent 32 in Matter of Conduct, whatever 
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wi BARACK —_ 
real Foundation in Fact, as may be very well p_ 


at leaſt, from what has appeared in the formal Trial of | 


— Profeſſor, u upon the Libel. 1 
The Sum of what is diſcovered in that Trial, fo far F : 
as it has gone, concerning the Profeſſor's Opinions and 
Doctrine, which were the Subject of the Inquiry ap- 
pointed to be made by the Aſſembly 1726, by Reafon | 
of the Surmiſes and Reports that had gone abroad of 
their being unſound, comes to this, F 
That the Profeſſor has been in Uſe, in his 1 


conſtantly and habitually to teach the Orthodox Do- 
not deceitfully or in Pretence only, but ona fide, win 


Satisfaction, and as his on Opinion. 3 
h bat particularly, he has ra. taught the rams 3 
and true Deity of the Sim of Gd, and his Equality © 
With the Father, as to all the E ſſential Perfections of ® 
ie Divine Nature: and that he has been in uſe to re- 
. fute, to the beſt of his Ability and Skill, the Errors 
maintained by Heret icks, as to this Doctrine; eſpecial- 2 


 rine of our Confeſſion of Faith concerning the T1 I 4 1 


ly the ſeveral Branches of the Arian Hereſy, and even I 


the Articles in which Dr. Clark has differ 'd from the © 1 
receiv d Orthodox Opinion. * 
© "The Profeſſor has likewiſe in the moſt ſolemn Manner N 
at the Ear of the General Aſſembly, declared, That as 
he at firſt became a Member of the Church of Scotland, 
and embraced her Doctrine, becauſe be truly believed it, 1 
as well as he lił d and appro d of ber Worſhip, Diſci- . 
pfline and Government ; fo he ſtill adhered to his Belief © 
of that Doctrine, and that be never knowingly or defign- 
. edly, vented or maintained any Propoſition contrary to, 
or inconſiſtent with that Doctrine; and that for that 
Reaſon only he gave the Church and himſelf the T1 rouble ® 
to fand upon his Defence: For that in Reality, if be f 
Had altered his Opinion in any Point of Deffrine held 
. by this Church, he would have frankly and in genuouſh | 
declared i to the Presbytery.of Glaſgow, or to the N 4 
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22! Aembiy; and would have chearfully withdrawn 
_ himſelf from the Church, to ſome Place where he might 
| be at Liberty to enjoy his new Opinion, if any ſuch he 
had truly concerved. V 
The Profeſſor yet further, to give the ,moſt ample 
Satisfaction as to the Seundneſs of his Opinions, 
in the Points of Doctrine to which his Libel relates, did 
give in to the Aſſembly in Writing, a plain and ſhort 
Declaration of his Faith, concerning thoſe Truths that 
are directly oppoſite to the Errors charged upon him in 
the Libcl : Tho' they are generally not charged upon 


him as directly held or maintained by hun, but as be- 


ing ſome what implied, or too much favoured by the 
Phraſes which he has uſed in ſpeaking of thoſe Subjects. 
And tho? that Declaration of the Profeſlor's relates on- 


> 1 ly to ſuch Articles of the Libel as had been found re- 


levant by the late Aſſembly; yet it will be evident to 
any one, that it contains an Aſſertion of the Truths 
that are oppoſite to and inconſiſtent with all the 
Errors to which any other Article of the Libel relates, 
as well as theſe whereof the Relevancy is found. 
There is no Reaſon, either on Account of common 
Charity, or the particular Circumitances of this Caſe, 
the private Character of the Perſon accuſed, or the 


Proof that has been brought of his Method of Teach- 
ing, to have the leaſt Suſpicion againſt the Veracity or 
„ © Ingenuity of this habitual Orthodoxy of the Profeſſor's 

> = Ledcures in his Divinity School, and of his Declarations 


by Word and Writing exhibited before the General 
= Afcmbly «+ If he truly were an Heretick in his Heart, 
and had intended to inſtil thoſe erroneous Principles in- 
do his Scholars, is it credible that he could have taught 
them in ſuch a Manner, as not to diſcover his own real 
Sentiments, or teach them the Opinions he deſigned 
do propagate : But on the contrary, leave his Scholars 
= fatisfied and perſuaded that their Profeſſor taught and 
believed the Confeſſion of — and that hy were 

5 | | | learn- 
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learning the Doctrine of it from him? Strange Here- 


tick! who has never made one Proſelyte among his own 


| Diſciples, nor even diſcover'd to them that their Ma- 


ſter held any heretical Principles. | 7 ge 
The Profeſſor's perſonal Character is ſuch, as muſt re- 


move all Suſpicion with every Body, the leaſt acquaint- 
cd with it, of his being a crafty Diſſembler of his pri- 
vate Sentiments for the Sake of his worldly Intereſt, Tt 
is well known, that his Temper leans not to any Exceſs 
on that Side; but rather the contrary, that he is open 
and ingenuous, even exceeding the Bounds of an allow- 


able Caution : And' by that only has expoſed himſelf to 


be miſtaken, at the ſame Time that in Reality he differs 
not in his Opinion, from his Brethren : Nor was the 


Declaration, laſt given in by him to the Aſſembly, the 
Aſſertion of any Thing new, or different from what he 


had advanced before, even in the Papers writ by him 
in this Trial; the Declaration is exactly conformable to 


cheſe, and is in Effect extracted out of them; it is on- 
iy made more ſhort and ſimple, confining itſelf to the 


preciſe Points in 


the Libel. 5 

Where then is the Danger to be juſtly apprehended 
from this Man? Or, where is the melancholy Appearance 
that Error is to be introduced into this Church, by his 


Means? Unleſs the Proſecution itſelf ſhall give Occaſi- 


on to it, contrary to the Intention of them who rais'd 
it, by ſetting the Multitude of the Vulgar to think and 
diſcourſe more frequently and freely of that High Myſte- 


#y, than it is convenient for themſelves or the Truth 
they ſhould : But if this ſhould happen, which rhe 
Profeſſor will be as much afflied at as any Man, ir 
will not be imputable to him, for he has neither taught 


nor does hold er believe any Heretical Opinion on the 


Subject. 
ST What 


Queſtion, and directly adapted to 
Contradict the Errors alledged againſt the Profeſſor in 


: SCC 
What then has been the Ground of all theſe Surmi- 


ſes and Reports, of the Alarm that has been taken, and 


of the melancholly Appearances that many have imagi- 
ned they ſaw ? Why, in Reality no more than this at 
moſt, that on, and but once in all the Courſe of the 
Profeſlor's Teaching, Two or "Three of his Scholars 
have ſwore, that he uttered an Expreſſion or Two, 
which, taken as they rehearſe it, cannot well be recon- 
ciled with the Truth, with the Profeſſor” 8 ordinary Do- 
Grine, or with his preſent Declaration. He is not con- 
ſcious to himſelf that he ever uttered theſe Expreſſions ; 
nor are they remember d by a good Number of Students, 


who attended his Lectures as carefully, and who, by 


their Depoſitions appear to be fully as judicious as thoſe 
who deponed they heard them: But if he did utter 
them, it was without any ill Defign ; and was bur a 
Trip in Expreſſion incident to all Men, eſpecially to one 
in his Circumſtances as to Health then and ſometime 


before. 


Now ſuppoſing theſe Expreſſions ever ſo clay 
prov'd, the Profeſſor may be to blame as deficient ſome- 
what in Caution, or Prudence, in not keeping a ſtricter 
Guard over his Speech, but that can make him no He- 
retick, nor put his Students or the Church in Danger 
of the Introduction of ſuch dreadful Errors as have been 
apprehended ; Errors, ſuch as it was no Wonder, the 
Miniſters of this Church ſhould be deeply alarmed ar 


the Appearance of, and animated with a Zegl to give 


a proper Check to them, if any ſuch had really been 
found in one of her Members. But the Spirit of Zeal 
in puniſhing Offenders, no more than that of Martyr- 
dom, requires not that we ſhould be fond to ſeek Occa- 
fions of excrting it : It 1s ſufficient that we be ready to 
ſaffer, or cauſe others to ſuffer when it cannot be avoid- 
ed. Wherefore it is not to be doubted, that the moſt 
zealous Friends to Truth in this Church will rejoice and 
be thankful when _— find, that the melancholly Add 
þ 2 & mr 
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pearance of Error which threatned us, is truly no more 


than a Phantom or falſe Appearance, which evaniſhes 
upon a nearer Proſpect and nicer Examination, as the 


impartial Reader of the following Proceſs will perceive, 
L PON the ſixteenth February 1726, when Profeſ- 


L ſor Simon was ſo very ill of an Indiſpoſition, 
which had laſted a Year and a half, that his Life was 


_ almoſt deſpaired of, as was generally known at Glaſgow, 
Mr. Charles Coats, Miniſter at Govan, without firſt 


ſpeaking to the Profeſſor himfelf, repreſented to the Pres- 
bytery, That he had heard, that Profeſſor Simſon had 


taught ſeveral Errors that Winter concerning the Doc- 


trine of the Holy Trinity, to whoſe Information ſome 
Particulars were (faid to have been) added by fome 
other Member s „„ 1 

The Presbytery, inſtead of enquiring into the Riſe, 


Occaſion, Broachers and Grounds of theſe Reports, as 


our Form of Proceſs, Chap. vii. Sect. 3. (printed, Page 
47. of this Collection) directs, thought fit to appoint 
their Moderator, with two other Members, to confer 


with the Profeſſor, and At him with the above 


Report, of his having taught erroneous Doctrine; par- 
ticularly, That Chriſtus eſt verus, non ſummus Deus; 


non eft equalis Patri; non eft ens neceſſarium vel in- 


cc 


dependens; and that he refuted Pictet's Arguments 
for the Equality of the Son with the Father; that 
in ſpeaking about that Title in Pictet's Book of the 
Chapter about Chriſt's being Summus Deus equalis 
Patri, he ſaid, it was to be underſtood cum grano 
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te Senſe in which the Words (the only true God) could 
not be applied to the Son, but only to the Father.“ 
The Committee were likewiſe inſtructed to deſire that 
he might lay before the Presbytery what he had _ 

| that 


alis; that he diſowned Chriſt's Self-exiftence ; that 
in ſpeaking upon ohn xvii. 3. he ſaid there was a 
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T 
that Seſſion, upon theſe Heads, and to endeavour his 
own Vindication 2 2 

The Profeſſor was not a little ſurpriſed when a Mem- 


ber, who had been with him in the Morning, and knew 


that he was under the 'Tryal of a new Medicine, (all 


former ones having proved unſucceſsful) returned in the 


Afternoon, and. acquainted him with what had pafſed 


in the Presbytery : But the Profeſſor told him, that his 
| preſent Condition of Health, was ſuch, that he could 
not engage in a Conference with a Committee of the 
Presbytery, without endangering his Life; but if the 
Presbytery had any Thing to lay to his Charge, they 


might do it according to the Rules of the Church, and 


be ſhould anſwer them, if the Lord ſhould reſtore him 


to any Meaſure of Health © 
The Committee of the Presbytery did not go to Mr. 


Simſon; but two or three Days after the Meeting of 
the ſaid Presbytery, Mr. Scot, one of the Committee, 


came to him, and told him that he was againſt the 


Presbytery's appointing that Committee, and ſuch a 
Conference, upon ſo nice a Subject, which was apter 
to make Miſtakes than remove them. 


Ihe Profeſſor told him, that he conceived that the 


Presbytery had no Right, as a Judicature, to demand 
ol him what he taught on the above, or any other 
Points; but if they had any Fault to charge him with, 
they might do it in @ regular Way: However, as they 


were Brethren, he could freely give them, in an extra- 


judicial May, an Account of his Doctrine on that Sub- 


ject, being conſcious that he had taught nothing that 
was amuls. 1 . 8 
Mr. Scot ſaid, That all was done in an extrajudicial 
Manner, aud no Minute taken of it; but that they, as 
Friends and Brethren, were deſirous to know what the 
Matter was, that they might contradict theſe Reports, 
which they did not believe to be true. Yet there is a 
Minute of February 16. about it, made up and ex- 
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s inſerted in the Records of the Presbyte rp. 


mus Deus, it is to be taken cum grano ſalis, tho he 


ſent to the Presbytery his Letter, dated March 2. 1726, 


Conſideration of it delayed to their next Meeting on 


u PREFACE 


tracted: But it is not known by what Order this 


I 


The Profeſſor promiſed to Mr. Scot to write to them 
a full Account againſt their next Meeting, if he got a 
Note of the Particulars ; which he accordingly ob- 
tained the Week following, and found all the Particu- 
lars were new to him, having never heard of any ſuch 
Reports paſſing of him, except one, wiz. That he Þ 
ſhould have faid, that when Chriſt is ſaid to be S 


had heard a great Rumour in general, that he had 
taught Hereſy about the Doctrine of the Trinity, and 
that he was an Arian. TT FO Gn 
The Profeſſor, in conſequence of his Promiſe, tho' in 
a low State of Health, and uſing Medicines daily, 
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which is printed in this Collection, Page 1. and which 
was read that Afternoon in the Presbytery ; and the % 


March 23. when it was again read, and the Conſide- 
ration of it further delayed to their next Meeting. © 

Upon the 27th of April, the Presbytery alledging 
they tound ſome Difficulties in the Profeſlor's Letter, m 


appointed the Miniſters of Glaſgow, with Principal 3 
Stirling, to mect as a Committee on the ſaid Letter, & 


and to report their Judgment upon it next Meeting ; yi 


but this was their laſt Meeting before the Aſſembly. 

Theſe Delays of the Conſideration of the Profeſſors { 
Letter, for no leſs than nine Weeks before the ſitting of 
the General Aſſembly, ſeem to have been induſtriouſſy fi 
made: For the Anſwer of the Commiſſioners of the $ 


0 
XF 


Presbytery of Glaſgow to the Committee of Aſſembly, . 
(fee the Act of Aſſembly printed, Page 7.) viz. That 
they had appointed a Committee to conſider the Profeſſor's 
Letter, but that the Committee had not yet made Report N. 
au the Presbytery, ſeems a little diſguiſed ; that Com- me 
mittce having not been appointed till eight Weeks af- 

| | | ter 
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this 

er the Profeſſor's Letter was read before the Presbyte- 
Km y, and there having been no Meeting of the Presbytery 
Jo which they could report before the fitting of the 
Aſſembly: And tho' the Commiſſioners from the Pres- 
Pytery had no Inſtructions from their Conſtituents to 
ndeavour either openly or ſecretly to procure an Act of 
Aſſembly about this Affair of the Proteſſor's; yet it is 
mM- ell known how diligent they were in private to per- 
uade the Members of Aſſembly of the Neceſſity of a 
d 1 Committee to aſſiſt them; and Mr. Charles Coats o- 
and penly declaimed againſt the Profeſſor in the Subcommit- 

Ac of Aſſembly. This was thought a very extraordi- 


3 


> in gary Practice, to attack a Miniſter's Character behind 
ly, His Back in the Supreme judicature, concerning an Af- 
26, Wir in which there had been fo little Progreſs made be- 
ich Fore the Presbytery, where regularly any Proceſs againſt 
the 'F Miniſter ought to commence ; eſpecially when it was 
on Fnown that the Profeſſor was neither call'd to attend 
de- he Aſſembly, nor, if he had been call'd, was in a 
Condition to attend them by Reaſon of his Ind iſpoſi- 
ing on: And it is evident that a Precedent of this Kind 
ter, ay be of very bad Conſequence, ſeeing no Perſon can 
pal q ſecure againſt ſuch Attacks, whereby the moſt inno- 
ter, gent Perſon's Fame and Reputation may be publickly 
18 3 Wolated before he can poſſibly be aware of it. 
May 17. The General Aſſembly paſt the Act which 
ors i; printed, Page 7. of this Collection. 


of At their next Meeting June 1ſt. it was reported, 
Aly that the ſaid Committee had not met, becauſe they 


the here informed, that the General Aſſembly had given 
Orders thereanent, which had not yet come to hand. 
Ihe Act of the Aſſembly was read in the Presby- 
TS t&ry, at their Meeting upon the 13th of 7h), and the 
rt Fesbytery rene wed their Appointment upon their for- 
m- mer Committee, adding to them three other Miniſters, 
at- d go upon the Profeſſor's Letter, and to condeſcend 
upon 


„ nene 


| upon ſuch Queſtions as might be proper in Conſequen#: | 


that they had met upon the 27. July then laſt, and had 
drawn up the Queſtions, printed Page 9. which they | 


their Moderator to give an Extract of them to * ? 
Profeſſor, deſiring him to give in to the Presbytery An- 
ſwers thereto with his firſt Conveniency.  ' 


- Conſequence of the Aſſembly's Act; but one ſo very re- 


riſed in this Church; and the ſaid Act alſo reſtrict them 
o inſiſt on no Articles that are not contained in our Cont» 7 
| Feſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, which every one may 
ſee the Presbytery's Queſtions are not, the Terms of 
them not being therein mentioned; but if they meant 


or to attend any of their Meetings: But having receiv- 


er Extract. 
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of the Aſſembly's Act. 


Upon the 2d of Auguſt, the Committee reported, 3 


were of Opinion ought to be put to the Profeſſor. The 
Presbytery approved of theſe Queſtions, and appointed 


The Presbytery thought fit to take this Method, in 


mote, that it is impoſſible to reconcile it with theſe ex- 7 
preſs. Words of the Act, which orders both the Presby- 
tery o. Glaſgow and the Aſſembly's Committee, To pro- 
ceed by all proper Ways of Inquiry ; which muſt be theſe 
prefcribed in our Form of Proceſs, that alone are autho- 


the ſame Things therein determined, they ſhould have 
uſed the ſame Term. OUR 

The Profeſſor, by the Advice of his Phyſicians, went 
the Week following to the Country for his Health, where 
he ſtayed till near the End of September; and ſo'had } 
no Conveniency to think of the Presbyrery's Queſtions, * 


ed a Meſſage from the Presbytery, at one of their Meet- | 


* 


* It is thus in the Extraſt delivered to Mr. St us on, which © 
occaſioned the Clauſe of his Letter, Page 11th near the Head. 
Neither his Name ner Deſignation was in any of their Minutes, 
till they received his Letter of October the 12th, after which i 
was inſerted ; what is printed Page gth, was taken from à let 


PREFACE, 


ii 


ö * 
de V. in the Time the Synod, in Ockober laſt, deſiring 

> hmto give in Anſwers to their Queſtions againſt 17 
12th of that Month; he ſent them the Letter of that 
Dy Date, which is printed, Page roth. 


Upon the 2d of November, the Proſeſſor waited up: 
on the Presbytery, and humbly deſired, that in order 
8 clear him, in giving a ſuitable Anſwer to their Que 
tions, they would be pleaſed to ſatisfy him with Re- 
ſpect to a few Queſtions. - The 1, WYhether the Reve- 
rend Presbytery thought themſelves impowered, by the laſt 
General Aſſembly's Act about him, to demand of him his 
private Thoughts upon any Point of Divinity, under the 
Pains mentioned in the ſaid Act“? Here the Proſeſſor 
laid before the Presbytery ſeveral Reaſons which moved 
him to think they were not ſo impowered ; which are 
12 in his Letter to the Committee for Purity of 
Doctrine, Page 13, &c. The ad, Whether the Sue 
| Pim they had given him to anſwer were contained inthe 
188 of Faith and Catechiſms received by this Church © 
See Page 16. The zd, in what Part of the Holy Scrip-, 
kues, Gonfeſſion of Faith and Gatechiſms their Dueſtions 
1 are contained and determined? The 4th, What Rela- 
ion they haue to his Letter of. the 2d. of March then 
la, or any other Thing that he had uented or taught > 
2 He further ſigniſied to the Presbytery, That he We 
1 they would eondeſcend to give him their Anſwer to their 
7 own Queſtions, that ſo he might know their Sentiments- 
1 ol them; and that at preſent. he was not clear to an- 
Wer cheir Queſtions. But the Presbytery thought fit, 
in Place of giving any Anſwer to the Profeſſor, to tranſ- 
„ mit an Account of their Proceedings to the Committee. 
= Ir a wp. Purity of Doctrine, that was to meet at 
4 Edinburgh upon Taeſday then next, and to deſire. their 
Advice and Directions what further Steps to make. 
* 7 - The Profeſſor at the ſame Lime wrote a Letter to 
it | the ſaid Committee of Aſſembly, dated the 7b of N ; 
2 weober, printed Pape 1 ; th ot this Collection, con- 
19 tain- 


ba nets 4 7 * — 8 
* A ä 3 
3 a A : Wwe One 
_ * * 


abit PR 2 RAGE 


_ raining an Account of what had paſt in the Presbytery, . 
and his Reaſons againſt their Method of Inquiſition and F 


Letter, but only that they gave Occaſion tor theſe. Que- 


neſtions. 721; 
Lhe Committee of Aſſembly having met upon the * : 


of November, read an Extract of the Presbytery's Pro- 


c:dute, and the Proteſior's Letter; and having reaſon- 
ed thereon, they appointed a Letter to be written to the 


Presbytery of Glaſgow, adviſing them to point out theſe 


Paſſages in the Profeſſor's Letter, on which theſe Que- 
tions to him are founded, and to take particular Notice 
of the Paſſages of the Word of God, and Confeſſion of 


Faith, and Larger and Shorter Catechiſms of this Church, 


Founded thereupon, to which they judge theſe are contrary. 


And the ſaidCommittee impowered theirModerator(upon 


Application from the Presbytery of Glaſgow) to call 
the Committce, to meet at that Place, he Fr E | 


the Natter with ſuch of the Committte reſiding in an 


about Edinburgh, as he could find. « 


Upon the 23d of November, when the presbytery 
was met pro re nata, for planting of Cumbernald, the 


Proceedings of the ſaid Committee for Preſervation of 


Purity of Doctrine, with their Moderator's Letter to 


the Presbytery were produced, and read: And the Pres- 
bytery declared, they were willing to comply with the 


Advice of the ſaid Committee, and appoineed a Com- 


mittee of their Number to draw up or apo accord 


ingl 
be ſaid Comimittet did that ſame Aſtemoon give F 
in their References, which the Presbytery approved of; 
and appointed the Profeflor to anſwer ; and _ are 
printed i in this Collection Page 1 8th. | 

It 1s evident from theſe References, that they 0 not 1 
anſwer the Appointment of the Aſſembly's Committee; 
for they do not ſo much as adventure to ſay, that their 

neſtions are founded on the Paſſages in the Profeſſor's 


ſtions: Nor do they ſuggeſt any one Text of Scripture, 


or 
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? er Paſſage of our ae, ** Catechi fs to which a- 
ny Propoſition in the Profeſſor's Letter is contrary ; but 
3 ut y ſuch Paſſages as Fey had in their Be in N 
up the Queries. 


te a ſingular and unnatural Meanin 
E Fords of the Committee of the Aflembly* A 
| viz. To point out the Paſſages in the Profeſſor's Letter, 
on which theſe Queſtions to Tim are founded, and to take 
f Seu Notice of the Paſſages of the Word of God, 
and Confeſſion of Faith, and Larger and Shorter Cate- 
. 3 chiſms of this Church founded thereupon, to which they 
judge theſe are contrary. Where they take the Relative 
E 2 not to refer to the Paſſages of the Profeſſor's Ler- 
ter, as it obviouſly and neceſſarily does, but to the 
7 Queſtions they had formerly propoſed to him: And 
then give this Comment upon it ; That they were 10 point 
out theſe Paſſages of the Scripture, our Confeſſion . and 
4 — to which the wrong. Anſwers to the W 
ens would be contrary. 
Upon the 5th of Fanuary 1727, the Profeſſor gave 
in to the Presbytery his Anſwers to their References, 
1 Page 21ſt of this Collection, which were only read, bur 
e the Conſideration of them was ae till their next 


VUpon the 1 Sth of Fanuary, the presbytery, after 
| ras their own References, and the Proleflor's An- 
Awers, propoſed to Vote, whether the Profeſſor-had an- 
; Twered their ſeveral Queſtions: Upon which the Profeſ- 


re ſor told them, That they m might ſave themſelves that 
Trouble; for he had not drawn his Anſwers wich any 
ſuch Deſign, for the Reaſons he had formerly laid be- 
; ſeore them on the 2d of November : But that the main 
ir Scope of his Anſwers was, to correct ſeveral Miſtakes 


sol his Meaning, which the Presbytery had fallen into, 
e- and wer the real or ſeeming Objections founded there- 
9 POD, and to-ſhow that Their Queens: kad no Founda- 


It deſerves to be further aber wall That the Presby- = 


5 Spar was alſo urged by ſeveral” Members of the Pres- 


might afterwards conſider the Profeſſor's Anfwers in the F 
View that he propofed t And then by Six ſeveral Votes 


their Queſtions, ſave the Sixth. 


Miſtakes and Objettions, and thereby removed the Graund I 


been agreed to in the Forenoon. Upon which there en- 


ried that the Firſt ſhould be put to the Vore, which } 


becauſe 190, © Tho' the Presbytery made ſeveral oem 


© his Meaning, upon which their Objections, 2 I 
their Queſtions ſeemed to be founded; yer they y tefuſ- N 


3 


ons. 2do, That the Presbytery had not followed the 


xx PREFACE » | 
tion in his Letter; and he craved that they might con- 
ſider, whether he had ſufficiently done this or not? 

But others ſaid, that they behoved firſt to con- 3 
er Nbecher the Queſti ions were anſwered, and they 


they found, that the Profeſſor had al wered none of J 


Then it was moved by ſome, that the prabyvery 3 
ſhould ask the Profeſſor if he would now anſwer ther 
firſt five Queries. Others propoſed to conſider whether | 
the Profeſſor had ſufficiently anſwered the Presbytery's 


of their putting the Queſtions to him, as ſeemed to have 
ſued a Debate for about two Hours amongſt the Mem- 7 
bers: But at laſt, it was put to the Vote, Wherher the 
Firſt ſhould be voted upon, or the Second ; and it car- 


was accordingly done. And it was carried by a new 1 
Vote, that the Profeſſor: ſhould be asked if he would | 


Now anſwer the Presbytery's Queries | 


9 


Then the Moderator read over the Queſtions 10 the 
Profeſivr, and demanded his Anſwer. Jo which the 


Profeſſor gave no Anſwer, but proteſted againſt the a- 
bove two Votes; that he judged himſelf thereby leſed; 


oY 
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ing Objections againſt the Paſſages of his Lecter; 
© and, as he thought, committed feveral Miſtakes of 


1 
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pA 


ed to conſider whether his Anſwers to the Presby- 
c tery's Reſerenes did ſufficiently remove theſe Oba 1 


& Advice of the Aſſembly's Committee, in point:aont * 
* "= Paſſages of the Profe yer $ Letter, on which their 


5 Onto eden et the Blogs eine 
. ee. our Confeſſion and ker, to which, theſe 


© Paſſages of the Letter were contrary 7. But While 
Moderator 


3 the Proſeſſor was difiating his Proteſt, the 


thought fit. to read over to him the Pxegbytery's Queſti- 


ons, tho? tis evident that he be, did nor conld at- 


3 = to them, being talen M * the Nein £9L3 
Proteſt. D lint 54: ab 
1 | Some Members haring ns in their Debate 


with thoſe Members who pleaded for the Presbyterys 
conſidering if the Profeſſor od anſwered the Object 


4 ons, That they never (aid there was any. Thing, in the 


which he craved that the Presbytery might 


ys # Profeſſor's Letter contrary to ube Scripture pod our. Con- 
md | fe on and Catechiſins, and would not allow it to be 
we laid that they had made, in their References, any Ob- 
n- jections againſt his Letter, as contrary to them: The 
m- Prafeſſor, upon the roth of January, when the Presby- 
che tery was met, repeated before them what theſe: Mem- 
ar- bers had ſaid ; the Truth of which: was not contravert- 
l ed: Upon 


1 declare, haz 2 they bad found nothing in his eee 
ty to the Scripture, our Confeſſion and Cateohiſ; 

the Moderator having asked the Opini 
3 Members, they agreed, That they 


And 


: 12 nothing 
directly contrary to the Scripture, our Confeſſion, or Cate- 
L ee in the Profeſſor's Lettor. And when the Me- 


= derator was about to dictate this to the Clerk, a Mem- 
ber, on ſecond Thou 


ghts, ſaid, it was needleſs to inſert 


an that in their Minutes, becauſe it would appear from 


3 rcading them, that they had found nothing contrary 
ſo to Scripture, &c. and he objected againſt the Word 


af = Found, as ſuppoſing 


they had — the Letter 


t 0 I with that View, and aledged they had only given 


i- their Opinions, but had not as yet given their Votes 
e And he being backed by ſome others, 

marked, but, That the Presbytery refer unto their 

1 * Minutes, by reading whereof it will appear, that 


nothing was 


S 1 they 


xxii PREFACE 

c they have not paſſed Judgment upon any Propoſitiom * 
1 * ſaid Lab ether it be a — to the 3 
“c Seri ptures, Confeſſion of Faith or N or 
E© not,” Then they referred the further Conſideration 
of the Proſeſſors Anſwers till they ſhould ' obtain''a * 
Meeting in Conjunction with the Committee of Al- 
ſembly, and appo 4 
Moderator of the ſaid Committee, deſiring him to cal! 


_ Writing ſuch Propoſiti 
fore taking ſuch Preco 


0" 


inted their Moderator to write to the 


the ſaid Committee to meet with them at mn they 
the Month of February then next, or as ſoon as 


could. 1 
Then the Presbytery reſolved to — to tlie an 


Act of Aſſembly relating to the Profeſlor's Affair, by 
taking a Precognition of the Students of Divinity ; and 
the Profeſſor craved that the Presbytery would proceed 


accord ing to the Form of Proceſs, Chap. 7. Sect. 3. and 


8. printed Page 47. taking, as the Ground of their 


Inquiry, either a fama clamoſa, all the Particulars 
vhereof are to be put in his Hand, if not given to him 


already, before the ſaid Inquiry be made: Or, with 


reſpect to all ſuch Points, concerning which they do noa 
inſtruct there is a fama clamoſa, that, in that Caſe, tage 
| Presbytery make no Inquiry with reſpect to any Propo- 4 


fition of which he is not accuſed by ſome Perſon, who 


under his Hand gives in the Complaint, with ſome Ac- 
count of its Probability, and undertakes to make out 
the Libel, under the Pain of being cenſured as a Slan= 


derer: And that the Presbytery deliver to him in 
or Propoſitions ' complained, 


of, with the Complair 


Presbytery, or any Committee appointed by it, and 


that he might be allo ed to he preſent at any fuch In 1 1 
. quiry or — a; 


s 


MW 


1. 
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Inquiry into the Things recommended to them by the 1 


's Name and Deſignation, be- w 
ition. And he further craved, 
that he might be adyertiſed of any Meeting of the 
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: 3 n of the Students, of what the P 
4 oncerning the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, and ap- 
pointed four of their Number to take the ſaid Prec 

4 Fition 2 But they refuſed to allow the Profeſſor N15 
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PRE FACE. W 
Ine Presbytery reſolved to begin by raking 2 Pre- 
ro - 


tau 


reſent thereat ; which the Profeſſor thought not rea- 


| I bene conſidering how neceſſary and expedient it 


would have been for expiſcating the Truth in a Caſe of 
bus Nature, that proper Counter - queries ſhould have 


i [ Þcen put to the Students by him; and that ev 
1 t hing they ſaid ſhould have been fully and fairly ſer 
gown; which, as he was afterwards informed, was not 
1 | gone, the. Committee that took the Precognition havi 


| gefuſed to mark ſeveral Things which the Students de- 
Flarcd, that tended to exculpate the Profeſſor, and give 


q $ juſt Repreſentation of what * had taught upon theſe 


Heads. 

3 The Committee for examining the Students met, and 
: 113 moſt of them that were in Town, before the 
, of February that the Presbytery met: But they did 


: 4 got then make their Report, alledging that all the Stu- 
gents were not as yet examined: Upon which they 
| ere enjoined to make all Diſpatch. Yet they called 


e of the Students before y- until the 15th of F- 


Traun, when the Presbytery again met: And the Re- 


rt being called for, the former Excuſe was again ad- 


5 'Wnced, and their Moderator added, That ſome of the 


Students were in the Country, and they knew not it 
they were impowered to write to them without the 


Presbytery's Orders, The Proteflor alledged that this 


peared to be a Shift, for that Difficulty was as diſ- 


. | — the preceding Presbytery Day; and com- 
ained, that theſe Delays ſeemed to be made, to de- 


Prive him of Time to anſwer any thing that might oc- 
. Eur in the Precognit ion againſt him, when the Commit - 
pee of Aſſembly ſhould meet. Nevertheleſs the Exami- 
iq was protracted, and the * Put off till the 


14th 
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called 
| bytary's Refevences, printed Page 130, which was read, 
and put into the Moderator's Hand, to be laid beſore 


wy of March,” which hs * „Day bens the conju 


Meeting of the ſaid Committee and Presbytery. And 


when the Report wus taken in by the Presbytery, be 
Profuſſbr was not allowed to be preſent, tho he creed it ; 


But they reterred the Precognition to the © 
Meeting. And after they had been on their 3 


Buſineſs one of the Elders asked if they had any more 
Buſineſs ? And the Moderator ſaid, Not Upon which 
he and ſome others went out. But the reſt of the Preſ- 
bytery continuing to fit, a Member produced a Paper, 
Remarks on the Profeſſor ꝛ Auſwers to the Preſ- 


the Committee of Afemby, in their conjunct Meeting 


walk the Presbytery. -- 


Upon the 15th of Match then! the Committet of 
Aftembi met in Conjunction with the Presbytery of 
Glafgow ; and, after reading the Presbytery's Referen- 
ces, and the Profeſlor's Anſwers, the toreſ11d Paper of 


Remarks wes offered to be read, and tho the Profolby 


objected againſt it, they proceeded to the Reading of 
it, Then the Profeſſor craved that he ſhould be 8 


ed to ſee and anſwer it before they ſhould give any Judg- | 


ment concerning his Anſwers to the Presbyterys Refe- 
reuces. After which he having retired, the Committee 


agreed, that they were to cunſider tbe State of the A. 


; Fair as it lay before the Presbytery, before the giving in 


F that Paper; and therefore it was nut to be taken in 


. as a Part of the Proceſs. The Profeſſor being called 


in, pleaded, that the ſaid Paper being once read in open 
Court, without allowing him to ſee and anſwer it, cculd 


not fail to have as much Influence upon the Judgment 


of the Members, as if they had taken it in as a Part of 
the Proceſs; and he proteſted againſt the Meeting, ſor 

not allowing him to ſee and * — the ſaid Paper. Af 
ter all, the Clerk was only allowed to give him a Double 


of it, if he required it, All this ſeem d to the Profeſſor | 
£1 to 
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bebe directly contrary to the Reſolution of the Presby⸗ 
tery Upon the 5th of January, when it was moved in 


the Presbytery to appoint a Committee to make - 
marks upon the Proteſſor's Anſwers to the Presbyt. 
References, it was rejected, becauſe it would occaſion 4 1 
Multip licat ion of Papers, for that the Profeſſor behoved 
to be "allowed to fee theſe Remarks, and to akſwet 
them. 4 
The Profelfsr likewiſe cotiplained, in the faine Mect- 


* Jig, that 4 Member of the Presbyrery, ſhould be allow- 


eck ro give in an Information 3gainſt him, and thereby 


fiſt himſelf directly a Party, and yet, his Name being 


concealed, he ſhould continue to fit and act the Part of 
Judge in the con junct Meeting, and therefore traved; 


that the Name of the Author of that Paper might be ” 


known, and he laid aſide from being 4 Judge in that | 
Air. 


The Profeſſor being ordered to remove, the Precogni- 
tion was read in the Meeting, and 4 Committee was 
ee, to digeſt the material Articles in it, and 

pn out the Teſtimonies concerning thoſe Articles; 

bring in the ſame in Form at their Meeting To- 


| morrow. 


The Ptofetfor having attended the ſaid. Meeting * 
in: a very cold Night, he was taken fo ill next Morn: 
ing, that he was not able to attend the Meeting March 
16: When the Report of the above-mentioned COS 
tee was read, ind ſome of the Articles of it bein 


ſoned upon, the Mecting delayed the turther Cot iden- 


tion of them till the Afternooh, and appointed One of 
their Number to acquaint Mr. Hen on of what had 
, been gone; "©" bs 
In the Afternoon Mr. Simſor's Indiſpoſition continu- 
ing, he wrote a Letter of Excuſe, printed Page. 159. 
Then they proceeded further to tonfider the Repotr of 


the Precogh1tioh that*had been taken by the Presbytery ; 


| ad 3 it was reſolved d that à Libel ſhould be drüwn ü 
SEE 4 | againf 
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eller gave in his Repreſentation, as it is printed, Page 


againſt Mr. Simſon, and that the Articles in the faid 
Report ſhould be the Ground of the ſame ; and they 
appointed a Com mittee to draw it up. 

_ Thereafter they procceded to conſider the Presbytery's 
Queſttons and References, with the Profeſſor's Anſwers 
to theſe References, and after much Reaſoning upon 
them, they agreed, That what the Profeſſor ſaid on the 
firſt Five Queries, doth not remove the Grounds of Suſ- 


picion ; and they reſolved at next Meeting to put theſe 


Querics to the Profeſſor, and require a direct, expreſs 


and plain Anſwer to them, and appointed One of their 
Number to intimate the ſame to the Profeſſor. - 
But the Profeſſor remaining ill, wrote a Letter to 


them at their next Meeting, March 17, printed Page 


160. ſignifying, that it was not in his Power to give 


| the Reverend Mecting the wiſhed for Satisfaction. 


The Meeting in the Afternoon, approved the Draught 
of the Libel to be given to the Profeſſor; and they gave 


it as their Advice to the Presbytery, that they require 


the Profeſſor, quamprimum, to give a direct, expreſs 
and plain Anſwer to the Queries, and if be refuſe to 


anſwer, or give ſuch Anſwers, as thereby it may appear 


20 them that it is unſafe that he ſhould Teach or Preach, 
that they, in Vertue of the Power committed to them by 


the General Aſſembly, Suſpend him in Terms of their © 


Act; and likewiſe, if either by his Refuſal to anſwer, 
or giving ſuch Anſwers as are diſſatisfying, and that 


therefro;u further Ground of a Libel ariſe, that they add 


70 the ſaid Libel, as they ſhall ſee Cauſe. 5 
Upon the 17th of March, the Presbytery appointed 
the Profeſſor to give direct, expreſs and plain Anſwers 


to their Five Queries, againſt their next Meeting, which 


was the 22d of Marob. At which Time the Profeſlor, 
not being able to attend them, ſent a Paper to them, 


called a Repreſentat on; and the Conſideration of it 


was delayed until the 2 9th of March, when the Pro- 


355 
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35, which was read, and the Conſideration of it de- 
layed until next Day, and the Presbytery - —_— 
the Libel to be got ready againſt the next 
Upon the goth of March, the Profeffor's Rows 
zation was again read in the Presbytery, and they found 
the Matter of ſo great Importance, as to continue it 
to their further Conſideration. Then they called for 
the Libel, which they had prepared; and the Profeſſor 
craved, 1920, That they might condeſcend upon the 
Paſſages in the Scriptures and our Confeſſion of Faith 

and Catechiſms, which they judged were oppoſite! to 
each Article of the Libel, which the Presbytery of Glaſ- 
had obliged Mr. We eb/ter to do in a former Caſe. 
do, That the Libel might be ſpecial as to Time and 
Place. ztio, That the particular Witneſſes be named, 
that are to prove the Articles of the Libel, which was 
| alſo done in Mr. Webſter's Caſe. 4to, That the Stu- 
dents to be examined as Witneſſes for Proof of the Li- 
bel, might be cited as Witneſſes for his Exculpat ion, 
except ſuch as he ſhall have Occaſion to object againſt. 
As to the firſt and ſecond Demand, the Presbytery 
chought they could not alter the Libel, it being pre- 
pared in the con junct Meeting. As to the third, they 
thought every Witneſs might be asked upon every Ar- 
ticle of the Libel. And as to the laſt, concerning citing 
Witneſſes for the Profeſſors Exculpation, the Presbyte- 

ry would conſider that, when the Exculpation was pro- 

pounded and found relevant. | 
Ihen the Libel was judicially delivered by the Mo- 
derator to the Profeſſor, and he was appointed to an 
ſwer it againſt the 1 1th of 3 then next. It is g 
ted in this Collection, Page 41 
Upon the ſaid 11th ot April the Profeſſor. gave in 
general Objections againſt the Form of the Libel, which 
are printed in this Colle&ion, Page 48. - And they be- 
ing read, the Profeſſor and his hom were heard there- 
upon then the Presbytery found there was no Weight | 
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the Place, they reſtricted it to the Bounds of the City 
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in the firſt, Objection to invalidate the Libel. And as 
to the firſt Branch of the ſecond Objection concerning 


or Univerſity of Glaſgow. As to the ſecond Branch 
concerning the Time, they found nothing in it to inva- 
lidate the Libel. As to the third and fourth Ob jecti- 
ons, they repelled them. As to the fifth they found 
the ſame did not render the Libel null, but that the 
Matter of it might be conſidered in its proper Time. 


And as to the ſixth, they found it did not infer a 


Nullity in the Libel. But the Profeſſor judging him- 


| ſelf leaſed by theſe Interlocutors, proteſted againſt them. 


Upon the 12th of April, the Profeſſor was deſired 


to give more ſpecial Anſwers to the Libel, and haying 


ded ſome more Time to do it, in reſpect of the 


Length. Intricacy and Importance of it, he was allow- 


ed until Tueſday then next, April 18. 


Upon the 18th of April the Proſeſſor gave in his An- 


ſwers and Defences, which are printed in this Collecti- 
on, Page 52. and they having been read with the Li- 


bel, the Presbytery found the firſt Article not Releyant 


per ſe to infer Cenſure, but admitted it in Conjunction 
with the reſt that might be found releyant. As to the 


3d and 4th, they found them relevant, and admitted 


them to Probation. As to the 5th, they found it re- 
levant, it heing proven that he vented it as his own 


Opinion. As to the 6th, they found it relevant. As 


to the 7th, they found that the Proſeſſor owned by his 
Anſwers, that there are in the Deity three Intelligent 
Agents. The Conſideration of which they reſerved ; 
and found the Profeſſor's aſſerting that there are in the 
Deity three Beings, relevant. As to the 8th, They 
found it relevant in Con junction with the other Ar- 
ticles. And the 2d they found it alſo relevant in Con- 
junction with the other Articles, and reſerved the Con- 

ſideration of what is contained in his Letter, upon that 
Subject, till the Probation be concluded. On the 1th 


of 


PREFACE wi 
of April they found the gth Article relevant. And as 
to the laſt Article, they found it, as joined with the 
bother Parts of the Libel, relevant. And appointed 
Witneſſes to be examined upon the whole Libel, in AS 
far as it is not acknowledged by the Profeſſor” Ss An- 
5 ſwers, Letters, or Writ under his Hand. 
After the Presbytery had determined the Relevaricy 
of the different Articles of the Libel, they proceeded to 
conſider the Profeſſor's Exculpation as laid in his An- 
ſwers; which being reaſoned upon, they calbd in the 


(I 


62 Profeſſor, and asked' him if he had any Thing more 


cial to offer on his Exculpation, and he ſaid he had 
2 mething to add, and promiſed to give it in Writing 
againſt the ö the Presbytery allowed him. 
In the Afternoon the Profeſſor gave in particular 
Grounds of Exculpation, which are printed in this 
Collection, Page 73. And theſe being read, the Pres- 
bytery found what was advanced in the firſt, ſecond 
and third Paragraphs, not relevant to elide the Libel; 
but upon the whole found, that the Profeſſor might 
ä the Witneſſes, and put ſuch Queries to 
them, as the Presbytery ſhould think relevant and pro- 
per at the Examination. But the Profeſſor vides ; 
himſelf leaſed by the ſaid Interlocutors upon the Rele- 
vancy of the Libel, and repelling the Exculpation, pro- 
teſted againſt them : He thought it needleſs to ask 
again leave to cite Witneſſes, the Presbytery having re- 
jected his Exculpation; and as to the Parentheſis which 


is in the Minutes of this Afternoons Proceedings, vi. 


And inſiſted not on any other Exculpation, the Profeſſor 
and his Lawier are poſitive that they did not hear it 
when the Interlocutor was read to them, otherwiſe they 
would have prevented its being put in the Fabry O 
Records. 

3 Thereafter ſeveral Witneſſes were examined, whole 
Depoſitions are printed in this Collection, Page 75, &c.: 


with an Ahreviate 1 the Proof, _ according = 
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Ver or December 1725, he 


Z 


12 different * of ihs Libel, both as to the Pro- 
t 


ion and Exculpation: Of the Fairneſs whereof a- 
vy Perſon may judge by comparing it with the Depo- 
Aitions, Page 98-110, And ſome Obſeryations upon 
the Proof, which were humbly ſubmitted to the Judg- 


ment of the Venerable Aſſembly, and now printed in 


This Edition, Page "1t10,—ri7, 

It was objected. againſt Fames Sloſs the firſt Witneſs, | 

2 he could not be received as a Witneſs, becauſe in 

the publick Library of en in the End of Nouem- 

e had in Conference with ſome 

ot the Students, at the Time when the Library is kept 
open, ſaid, Hy beard the Profeſſor. teach ſome Things, 


that he thought were contrary to the Holy Scriptures, and 


our Confeſſion of Faith; and further he had ultroneouſly 
diſcovered his Teſtimony, before he was put upon Oath, 


Which Was a proditio teſtimanii; ſo that he was to be 
reckoned, not only an ultroneous Witneſs, but alſo was 


to be conſidered as the Raiſer and Broacher of the fa- 
ma clamoſa againſt the Profeſſor; ; but the Presbytery 


= repelled this Objection. 


"The Presbytery had refuſed to allow the Profeſſor to 


eite Witneſſes in his Exculparion, till they ſhould once 


ſee-it and find it relevant: And they having repelled 


| his Exculpation when given in, he could not cite Wit- 


neſſes to prove what they had repelled ; and was only, 


for proving the Libel, and was limited to put ſuch Que- 
{tions only to them as the Presbyrery ſhould find rele- 
vant and proper at Examination. | 

Ihe firſt Eroſs-queſtion the Profeſſor propoſed to Mr. 


allowed to Th ba, the Wikndts that were cited 


Hos, was, Whether he was teaching upon the Latin. 


Mem or the Confeſſion of Faith 9, But the Presbytery 


would not allow him to ask it, ſaying it was an en. 


fuaring Oueſtion. And When he propoſed to ask the 
bond? :neſs Mr. Ritchie, Whether he had not heard 


bins refute the Atian Hereſy, and particularly t that 2 
1 
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92 of God was created or made? They would noE 
allow it to be asked, but refuſed it by a Vote; upon 
which the Profeſſor roteſted, and was not allowed tu 
propoſe it to the rk Ten Witneſſes that were exdmin= 
ed that Day and the next Day, 4prit-26. But upon 
the Tueſday the Week following, April 25. Wheil ea 


mining the 11th Witneſs, they allowed it, and aſter- 
ward ee Mr. Ritchy the #1 itneſs to be re- exa- 


mined, whoſe ſecond Depoſition i is printed 0 the 


tõth Witneſs and the 17th. 

When many Queſtions for his Erculpation wels pus 
to the Witneſſes, the Presbytery retuſed to allow them to 
be asked: And when he begg d of them that they would 
allow them to be ask'd; becauſe he — that the 


Proof was not to be judged by the Presbytery, hut to be 
tranſmitted to a Superior Judicature ; and therek | 


pleaded that he ought to be allowed to make his | Ex⸗ : 


culpation full, that he might make the beſt Uſe of it he 
could when the Matter was laid before the General 


3 Afembly : This was refuſed, and the Queſtions ſeve- 


ral Times not allowed to be put; and this Reaſon was: 
given for it, that it was againſt their Forms, and that 


they did not ſee what Part of the Libel the Proof of 1 


fach a Queſtion would elide. 

April 26. the Presbytery having finiſhed the par Fan 
of the Depoſitions, adjourned to the next Day Fore- 
noon ; but did not warn the Profeſſor to be — 
as they had been in uſe to do the preceeding Dyets. 

April 27. the Profeſſor ſent a Friend in the Fore- 
noon to ſee what the Presbytery was doing, and to 
know, if he ſhould wait upon them. They were at 
firſt upon their ordinary Buſineſs about planting vacant 
Congregat ions: And then, all being removed but 
Members, the Committee (Which had been appointed 
April 13. to conſider what is recommended by ane 
ſembly in Mr. Simſon's Affair further then the, Presby- 
tery have already gone upon, and to conſider the er 
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Is, 


feſſor's Paper entituled Repreſentation, and his Ahfwer 
to the 5 ſixth Query, with the Paper of 
| Remarks on the Profeſſor's Anſwers to the References) 


gave in their Report. As to the firſt, they ſee nothing 


the Presbytery can now do further, the Aſſembly be- 


ing ſo near. As to the ſecond, the Committee gave in 
their Report in Writing, which the Presbytery approv- 
ed, and appointed 4 Copy of it to be tranſmitted to 


the Moderator of the Committee for Purity of Do- 
Errine, and allowed a Copy to the Profeſſor if he cal- 
led for it. (this Paper is printed Page 151, and the 

Anſwer to it Page 154) As to the 3d and 4th, the 
Committee was of Opinion, that the Paper of Remarks 

on the Profeſſor's Anſwers to the References ſhould be 
conſidered by the Presbytery, and, if they find the 


Remarks juſt, that they ſhould approve of the Paper 
to be made uſe of in this Affair as may be needfal 2 


The Presbyrery ordered the ſaid Remirks to be read 


and àpproved of the ſame, and held it as their own 
Paper. This is the Paper which was read in the con- 
junct Meeting of the Committee and Presbytery, March 
15. ſee Page xxiv above, it is printed in this Collecti- 
on, Page 130. and the Anſwer to it, Page 138: Then 


the Presbytery appointed two of their Number, to re- 
view the Depoſitions of tlie Witneſſes adduced in the 
Profeſſor's Affair, and elaſs them under proper Heads; 
and to report next Meeting: — „„ 

April 27. Afternoon, the Committee having Elaſſed 


the Depoſition of the Witneſſes in Mr. Simſon's Affair, 


brought in their Report in Writing: Which was read 


and put in the Hands of the Commiſſioners from the 
Presbytery to the Aſſembly. This Paper with two or 
three Remarks upon it, is printed Page 118—129: 
Ihen the Presbytery referred the whole Affair both as 


to the Queries and Libel to the enſuing Venerable A. 
ſembly to meet at Edinburgh, May 4. 1727. 


— * 
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FO) Profeſfor's Lawier and his Nephew » were preſent 


in this Meeting when the claſſing of the Depoſitions 


was read, but heard nothing of the N. B. now printed 


at the End of it: Nor did the Profeſſor know any 


'T hing about it till he ſaw it in Print in Edinbur rgh ; 


neither did he ſuſpect that any of the Presbytery 1 


ed of the Truth of his having proved that Chriſt was 


* Neceſſary- being, as he had ſaid in his Anſwers, Page 
66. otherwiſe he would have craved an Order to cite 


Witneſſes of the Students, who, he knew, were pre- 


| ſent when he did it. 


The Presbytery's Mecting i g in che Forenoon was with 


mut Doors, and their Proceedings were kept Secret 
from the Profeſſor. For tho? it be in their Minute that 


the Profeſſor is allowed to have a Copy of the Report 


concerning the Repreſentation if be call for it, there 
was not the leaſt Int imation made of what was done 


at that Meeting, either to his Lawier or Nephew who 
were preſent Afternoon, or to himſelf or any of his 


Friends afterwards : And he was in Edinburgh, and 


the Aſſembly was met, before he knew any Thing of 


the Report; or that the Presbytery had. adopted, . as 
their own Paper, the Remarks upon his Anſwers to.the 


Presbytery's References, which the conjun& Meeting at 


| Glaſtow,” March 15. had refuſed to 8 him to ſee 
and anſwer. A Frind of his demanded in Extra& of 
_ . the Minutes of April 27. from the Presbytery-clerk oth 
May zd, hut was refuſed it. And after the Aſſembly 
Was up, and Mr. Simſon had returned to Glaſgow, 12 
Clerk refuſed to give him an Extract, alledging he had 
no Orders ſor it; and when tlie Profeſſor told him that 


one of the Members of Aſſembly for the Presbytery of 
Glaſgow had declared beſore = Aſſembly, that tie 


might hive had Extracts, and that it was his owtt 
Fault if he wanted them; yet he ſaid he could not 


give him it without an Order: However the . i 


Day; when the Proſeſſor _ to 1 him 1 


— 


anxir .. © 
he refuſed, he thought fit to give him an Extract of {ne 
| Minute of the Presbytery, April 27, 


TFH General Aſſembly met on Thu#/day May 4h, 
and upon the 6th of May it was repreſented to 
the Aſſembly, by the Moderator of the Committee ap- 
pointed by the laſt Aſſembly for Purity of Doctrine, 
that the ſaid Committee's Report concerning Profeſſor = 
Simſon was ready to be laid before the Aſſembly: 
And the Members from the Presbytery of Glaſgow told, 
That an Extract of their Proceedings was alſo ready 
for them: Upon which the Aſſembly appointed two 
of cher Nie to inſpect the Papers, and to report 
which of them were to be read before the Aſſembly, 
And upon the 8th of May theſe two Brethren, after 
Having converſed with the Profeſſor, reported that they 
were of Opinion, that the whole Papers relating to 
this Affair ſhould be read: And this Diet, and the 
two Diets of May the gth were ſpent in reading the 
fame'; and there being two Papers writ by the Presby- 
tery of Glaſgow againſt the Profeſſor, mentioned in the 
Minute of April 2 7th, (ſee Page xxxiii above)the Profeſſor 
repreſented, that he had not been acquainted of that 
Meeting, nor had ever got Extracts of the Presby- 
tery's Procedure therein, and that he had never got any 
Opportunity as yet of anſwering theſe Papers, there- 
fore he craved a competent Time for anſwering them, 
and the Aſſembly allowed him until Thurſday May 
Trth'm the-Aﬀeetnoon. ,* FO OS 
- Upon the 11th of May, theſe two Papers of the 
Presbytery of Glaſgow and the Profeſſor's Anſwers te 
them were read: (they are printed in this Collection, 
Page 130.159.) After which the Profeſſor and the 
two Lawiers that appear d for him propoſed a Decli- 
nature againſt the Presbytery of Glaſgow, upon Ac- 
count of their Part iality, evidenc'd in their Manage- 
ment with Reſpect to the Profeſſor during the Ds.” 
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mentioned againſt him, and they {& 
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of this Proceſs: Particularly their keeping of two clan- 


deſtine Meetings, wherein they made up the above- 
mentioned two Papers againſf him, the firſt with a 
Deſign to prepoſſeſs the con cps Fever. above- 


to have had the 
fame Defign upon the Aſſembly, by the laſt Pa of 


the 27th of April; their refuſing him to be prefent at 


the Pretognition that they took of the Students, their 


| refuſing to allow his Exculpation, their rejecting ſeveral 


Queries he put to the Witneſſes, and ſeveral other ir- 
regular Steps they had made: But the Aſſembly was 
pleaſed to repel the Declinature. Therefore the Pro- 


feſſor did plead, that if in this Aſſembly's Reaſoning 


on his Caſe, any Expreſſions in his Papers, Pleadings, 
or in the Depoſition of the Witneſſes againſt him, 


- ſhould be cenſured as hetrodox or unſound, they would 


not proceed to give judgment upon them, until he be 
heard and allowed to explain them fully, and give his 
own Meaning of them: And this he beg'd, becauſe he 
is not conſcious to himſelf that he has embraced any 
Opinion, or ever taught any Thing that's contrary to_ 
the Doctrines contained in the Confeſſion of Faith and 
Catechiſms of this Church. Then the Aſſembly ap- 


pointed a Committee to bring in an Overture as to the 


3 and Method they ſhould proceed in. 


Upon the rath, the ſaid Committee gave in their 
Overture, that che Aſſembly ſhould conſider the 


Libel; wherefore they claſſed the Articles into di- 


ftinct Heads, which they propoſed to take in the Man- 
ner Profeſſor Simſon had divided the Libel in his De- 
fences. And they thought the Aſſembly ſhould con- 


ſider the Articles ſeverally, and hear the Profeſſor on 
each Article, with Reſpect to the Relevancy and Proof 


both of Libel and Excalpation: And to begin with the 
ſecond and third concerning the Inde pendeucy and Ne- 
3 of Chritt, 

2 „ 
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The Aſſembly approved of this Overture. And, 


in the Afternoon, the Profeſſor and his Comneil 


were heard on theſe two Articles. The Subſtance of 
whoſe Pleadings thereon are printed, Page 162. And, 


they being removed, there was a good Deal of Rea- 


ſoning amongſt the Members upon theſe Points; and 


there was a Reverend Brother who advanced ſome - 


Things which gave Offence to many, having aſſerted, 


that 55 Three Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity are as 


equal in their perſonal Properties, as 4n their eſſential | 
Perfections. Which People generally imputed to a 


Miſtake proceed ing from an Exceſs of Fervor in ſpeak- 
| ing; ; and at the ſame Time it ſhows how cena 
it is to ſuſpe& a Man an Heretick upon Words once 
utkered, even in the moſt publick Aſſemblies: How 
caly it is to draw Heterodox Conſequences from an 


unguarded Expreſſion, will be evident from the Queries 


Which were publiſhed next Day, and are printed, Pagy 


T75- | 
Mm n the 13th, the Profeſſor being informed, chat 
ſome 85 the Brethren, in his Abſence, had aſſerted the 
Night before that he had been condemned by the Aſ- 
ſembly in the 1717 for Arminianiſm ; he quarrelled the 
{aid Brethren before the Aſſembly, and openly vindi- 


cated himſelf by appealing to the Act of Aflembly 1717 
and this was marked in the * and read next 


Meeting. 

Then the Aſſembly proceeded in their Reaſonings 
upon the {aid Articles, and at length agreed firſt to de- 
termine the Relevancy of them : But the Members be- 
ing of different Sentiments as to the State of the Que- 
ſtion, the Aſſembly appointed a Committee to pre- 

re an Overtuxe about it. ”, 

pon the 135th in the 8 Profeſſor Simſon 
gave in a Paper upon the Relevancy of the 2d and 3d 


Articles (printed Page 166.) which, with the Acts 
che Aſſembly therein referred to, were read, hes 
| cn 
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Then the Aſſembly caus'd read the Report ef their 
Committee which they had appointed on Saturday. 
Which Report confiſted of Four Heads, and the Firſt 
of them, viz. I hether Profeſſor Simſon his denyi 
the Neceſſary-exiftence. of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, in teach- 
ing his Students, be an Article relevant to infer Cenſure 
or not? Being diſcourſed of, it was without a Vote 
agreed, that it was relevant. 'The Second Head, viz, 
Whether his teaching his Scholars, that the Neceſſary- 
exiſtence of our Lord Feſus Chrift was a Thing we know 
not, be relevant or not? Being reaſon'd on, the Aſ- 
ſembly likewiſe ſuſtain'd this relevant. And the Aſ- 
ſembly having conſidered the Third Head, viz. Hhe- 
ther his teaching his Scholars, that the Independency of 
| the Deity of our Lord Jeſus Chrift, is a Thing we know 
not, be relevant or not © They alſo found this Head 


relevant. Then the Fourth Head, to wit, ¶ bet ber 


Vs teaching that theſe Terms, viz. Neceſſary exiſtence 


| and Independency, were impertinent, and not to be uſed 
in talking of the Trinity, and that they were Philoſophi- 
ca Niceties we knew nothing about, be relevant or nous 
Being reaſoned upon, the Aſſembly in like Manner ſu- 
ſain'd this Head relevant. 3 
Ihen the Aſſembly reſolv'd to conſider the Profeſſor's 
Articles of Exculpation, and in the Afternoon the Pro- 
feſſor s Procurators were heard upon the Relevancy of the 
Profeſſor's general and particular Grounds of Exculpa- 
tion, whereof they complain d that the Profeſſor had 
Z never been allow d to adduce any Proof: The Presby- 
tery ot Glaſgow having repell'd his ſaid Exculpation; 
and limited him to ſuch Queries as they ſhould think _ 
relevant aud proper, at the Examination, by Way of 
Croſs-queſtion to the Witneſſes. Their Plzading on this 
Head is printed, Page 168. After they had diſcourſed 
3 of the Relevancy of their Exculpation in general, there 
having, by good Providence, ariſen from the Proof a 
| 2-555 many-Articles which graded cowards the Fre, 
| e 4 : ks 10) 
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ſor's Exculpation, the Heads of the ſame were read 2 
they were claſs d by the Presbytery of Glaſgow. _ . 
Ihe Aſſembly, after much Reaſoning upon the Ex- 
Fate en, came at Length to this Reſolution, that Pro- 
feſſor Simſon's Grounds of Exculpation, advanc'd by 

him, and upon which Proof had been taken, were not 
ſufficient to elide the Articles of the Libel found rele- 
vant againſt him: Reſerving afterward to conſider how 
far theſe Grounds of Exculpation may ſerve to alle- 

n e e ere 
VD pon the Sixtcenth in the Morning, the Profeſſor 

and his Council were heard upon the Proof of the Four 
Heads found relevant by the Aſſembly, and their 
Pleadings thereon are printed, Page 176. Then the Aſ- 
ſembly took the Proof of the Firſt Head found rele- 
vant under their Conſideration, and, after much Rea- 

ſoning thereupon, they found it proven by a great Ma- 
7 in the Afternoon, the Profeſfor's Procurators repre- 
ſented to the Aſſembly, that they did not paſs from 
their Demand of being yet allow'd a Proof of their ge- 
neral Grounds of Exculpation, which they conceiv'd 
were undoubtedly relevant to elide the whole Libct. 

The Members from the Presbytery of Glaſgow repreſent- 
ed that the Profeſſor, after he had given in his general 
Grounds of Exculpation, did at a ſubſequent Diet give 
in his ſpecial Grounds, and did not inſiſt on his former 
Demand; but ask'd all the Queſtions at the Witneſſes 
adduc'd, which he thought might tend to his Exculpa- | 
tion: But the Profeſſor reply d, that he did never paſs 
from his general Grounds of Exculpation, nor was it 
ever ſo much as asked at him, if he paſs'd from them: 
His giving in more ſpecial Grounds, was in Deference 
to the Presbytery, who deſired to know if he had any 
Thing more ſpecial to offer for his Extulpation, to 
which he ſaid, be had ſomething to add, and promiſed to 
Ave in the ſame in writing, as appears from the Presby- 


* 
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terys Minute April 19. ante meridiem; ſo that his 


giving in the ſaid Paper in the Afternoon, was by no 


Means a paſſing from his general Exculpation : And 
theſe Words in the Presbytery's Minute, and inſifted not 
on any other Exculpation, as they are only the Presby- 
tery's Words and not the Profeſſor's, and, fo far as he 


| remembers, were not. in the Sentence that was intimat- 


ed to him; ſo they do hot neceſſarily imply a paſſing 
from his general Exculpation, but the plain Meaning 
of it 1s, that he offered no further Exculpation than 
what was already given in to the Aſſembly, viz. his 
general and particular Exculpations. The Aſſembly 
having conſidered what was repreſented, found no Rea- 
ſon for allowing the Proof demanded by the Profeſſor, 
and therefore refuſed the fame. + + 
Then they proceeded to conſider the Proof of the 
Second Head found relevant, and found the ſame pro- 
ven by a great Plurality. Then the A ſſembly conſider- 


ed the Proof adduced upon the Third Head found re- 
levant, but they unanimouſly found the ſame was nor 
proven. | F 


Upon the Seventeenth, the Fourth Head found re- 


levant, was read, and the Depoſitions relating thereto: 


But the ſaid Head conſiſting of ſeveral Points, the 
Proof whereof lay ſcatter d thro? the Depoſitions of the 
Witneſſes, they appointed Four of their Number to con- 
ſider the Proof of it, and to bring in an Overture ap- 
plying the Proof to the different Points of the whole 
cad. . ME Ix | : 15 

And in the mean Time the Aſſembly proceeded to 
conſider the Fourth Article of the Libel, That the Pro- 
feſſor in teaching gave it as his own Opinion, that the 

hree Perſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be ein 
ther Numerically or Specifically one in Subſtance or EE 


8 ſence, but added, that they were ſo the ſame, as to be 


one God in Three Perſons, but gave not any Name to, 


nor attempted to give any Notion of that Sameneſt or 
Oneneſs. And becauſe of the Affinity of the Fiſth Ar- 
—Xticle with this, the Aſſembly likewiſe took it in, which 
is, That the Profeſſor aſſerted that the Three Perſons 
dere all indeed one God, and had all the ſame Infinite 
Divine Perfections: And added that whether the Sub- 
jeft of theſe Perfeftions was different was a Metaphyſi- 
cal Dueſtion we need not determine. And the Proſeſſor's 
Defences againſt theſe two Articles were read, and his 
Council was heard thereon, as their Pleading inPage 184 
bears. Then the Aſſembly having reaſon'd much upon 
the Fourth Article, ſome Members propoſed that 4 
Committee ſhould be nam'd to bring in an Overture 
for facilitating the Aſſembly's Procedure in this ſo im- 
portant a Queſtion, and others thinking it more expe- 
dient to come preſently to ſome Determination therein, 
the Aſſembly did agree to put this Queſtion, Suſtain 
this Fourth Article relevant, or commit the ſame to the 
Confideration of a Chmmittee ® And it carried, Suſtain 
bis teaching us his own Opinion, that the Three Perſons 
of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be Numerically one itt | 
Suns of Eſſence, relev unn. 
Upon the Eighteenth, the Committee named, the 
Day before, to bring in an Overture as to the Foutth 
Point found relevant upon the Second and Third Arti- 
cles bf the Libel, made their Report, which is as fol- 
lows: The Committee having read and conſidered 
te the Depoſitions relating to the ſaid Article, and 
© Branches thereof, Find; Firſt, That the Depoſit ions 
* of Mrs. William Brown, Number 6. of Williatt 
* Boyd, N. 9. Hamilton, N. 17. Ritchie, N. 2. 
Chapman, N. 22. and Stifling, N. 26. upon that 
* Part of the Propoſition concerning the Term Inde- 
< pendency of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt's Deity, that the 
& ſaid Term is impertinent and not fit to be uſed in 
60 ſpeaking of the Trinity, do not prove the Point li- 
S belle.” e 
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© 2dly, © The Committee find, that the other Term 
te Nereſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt was im- 
ce pertinent and not to be ufed in ſpeaking of the Tri- 
© nity, proven, 1ſt, By the Depoſition of Mr. William 
<«.. Browiz, Number 6th, who depones that the Profeſ- 
© for ſaid this Term Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord 


&* Jeſus Chriſt was impertinent, and not at all to be uſ- 


© ed in ſpeaking of the»Trinity, or Words to that Pur- 
* poſe: 2aly, By the Depoſition of Mr. William M. 


Jar, Number 2oth, who depones that the Profeſſor © 
te ſaid the Term Neceſlary-cxiſtence, was not ufd in 


« Sriptare and was impertinem : 3dly, By the De- 
« poſition of Mr. Alexander Barr, Number i5th, Who 
< depoties that the Profeſſor ſaid, when ſpeaking of the 
© Independeticy and Neceſlary-exiſtence , of, our . Lord | 
* Chriſt, that the Term Neceſlary-cxiſtence was a Term 
&« not proper or fit to be uſed when ſpeaking of the Tri- 


cc. 


_- -3y, The Committee finds that the Term Neceſla- 
ry exiſtence was 4 Philoſophical 2.57% deponed up- 


* on only by a ſingle Witneſs, viz. By Mr. Milian 


te Boy d, Number gth ; and the other Witneſs adduted; ; 


« viz. Mr. Wiliam Hamilton upon this Point is not 

32 
The Aſſembly delayed the Conſideration of this Mat- 

ter, and appointed the Committee, which they had 


nanied upon the 11th current poſt meridieni in this At- 
fair, to conſider the whole of the Aflembly's Proceed- 


ings in this Cauſe, both what is paſt and what is yet. 


to be done, and to bring in an Overture thereupon. 


In the Aſternoon the Profeflor gave in a Paper for his 
Vindication, containing, briefly, his Sentiments upon 
the Subject of the Articles of the Libel that had been 


found relevant by the Aſſembly, printed Page 187. 


from which it. will appear, that as the Profeſſor is itivſt 
Orthodox in his Orne re theſe Points, fo — 
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| ſons who were to be the Committee for Purity 


| tine, which the Aſſembiy 
and the ſaid Act being accordingly prepared, Was 88 


. PRE FACE. 


Nothing therein but what is conſiſtent with what he has 


more fully expreſſed in all his other Papers. B 
Mr. John Stirling, Principal of the College of Glaſe- 
ow, cauſed read a Proteſt he had formerly taken before 
The Presb tery of Glaſgow, viz. © That tho he owned 
Church Judicatories had A Power to try a Profeſſor. 

ol Divinity upon an Accuſation of Error; yet the 


TO ee of Glaſgow being: inveſted with 4 Power 
. to try an 


judge their own Members, hie therefore 
« proteſted that the preſent Trial of Proteſlor Simon 
& ought not to prejudge the Univerſity's Right.” And 
the Principal declared his Adherence to the ſaid Pro- 


teſtation, and thereupon took Inſtruments. | 
Then the laſt mentioned Committee gave in their 


: Report, which was approven of, arid the Aſſembly ap- 


ointed a ſmall Committee to draw tip their Reſoluti- 


ons into the Form of an Act; 'and to name the Per- 
of Do- 


had reſolved to appoint, 


proven of. It is printed Page 188. 
Upon the 19th the Aſſembly's Act was aatimered to 


Profeſſor Simſon; and he — his Willingneſs to obey 
the Aſſembly's A ppointmentny. and expreſſed himſelf to 


this Purpoſe.” * * 


Moderator I think it my Duty to reverence the Ho- 
ly Hand of God in this Step of his Providence toward 


me; I have been caſt on the Care of our gracious God, 


and have endeavoured to obſerve his various Ways of 
dealing with me, and to commit my ſelf and all my 
Concerns to his metciful Conduct and wiſe Diſpoſal, 
who has always done what was beſt, and Leut all 
Things graciouſly for me- 1 deſire therefore, by his 
Grace, patiently and quietly to ſubmit to his bleſſed 


* ul i in thus 133 of hi r Providence. 
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1 have always wiſhed for, and to my Power endea- 


voured the Peace and Proſperity of the Church of Scot- 


SY 


land. And will ſtill earneſtly pray for and ſeek her : 


Peace and Welfare; and if I cannot live in this Church 
without being a Bone of Contention, I will much ra- 
ther leave it, and heartily pray that Peace with Trut th 
and Rightcouſneſ may be promoted i in it. | 
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Mel. Page xv. Line 28. for their, read the Presbytery's. 


p. xvii. I. 1. the Sn, r. of the Synod. 

Page 2. Line 2. for have J, read I have. p. 5. I. 20. Pro- 
perties, r. Perfections. p. 11. I. 25. dele and. p. 13. I. 30. 
+hs, r. tho'. p. 18. 1. 17. ſame, r. the ſame. p. 27. I. 4. 
rom the Foot, Col. 1. by, r. his. p. 28. 1. 4. Col. 1. and, r. 
tho'. p. 29. I. S8. r. tis true. p. 32. 1. 37. dele i. p. 33. I. 38. 
r. expreſſes it. p. 36. 1. 24. r. rather do. p. 39. l. 28. Pro. 
ceeding, r. Preceeding. p. 50. laſt I. an, r. and. p. 59. l. 20. 
nfinite Perfectiens, r. infinite Divine Perfections. p- 63. I. 
15. r. Words. p. 68. I. 17. needful, r. needleſs. p. 72. l. 40. 
the IVirds, r. any ſhall be poſitive the Words. p. 87. I. 39. 
quam, r, quum. p. 105. |. 15. Trinity, r. Unity. p. 142. I. 3. 


of his, r. of his having his. ibid. l. 22. Page 9. r. 133. f 


145. J. 27. after aſſert, ſhould he Cc. and what follows, The 


| Meaning, &c. is the Anſwer, and not a part of the Remark. 
P. 147. l. 14. r. eternally begotten. p. 149. I. 42. is, r. as. p» 


158. J. 16. aſe, r. caſe, p. 176. I, 5. from the Foot dele it. 
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Mr. SimsoN's Letter to the 


Presbytery of Glaſgow. 


4 


V. R. and D. 3B. 3 
I bas been no nl Uneaſineſs to 
- me, that I have been deprived of 
the Comfort and Advantage of at - 
t tend ing your Meetings in Presby - 

l tery this winter, thro* bodily In- 
diſpoſition, wherewith a Holy and 
Righteous God hath thought fit 
3 em to exerciſe me; at ſome Times 
Dy A meaſuring out. to me. very ſharp 
NG STR AfﬀiRion, yet in his infinite Mer- 
cy, at other Times, intermixing 
his fatherly Compaſſion, and great 
eee | K indnefs in granting me Refpite _ 
and Eaſe, both as to Body and Mind, (without which I could 
not have lived till now) which undeſerved Fayour I deſire 
thankfully to acknowledge and remember to the Praiſe of his 
free Grace, through Jeſus Chriſt our Lord: But what has 
been moſt grievous to my Spirit, and has added great Affli- 


2 * ©) - 1 
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cition to the afflicted, is a Load of Calumny thrown upon me 
by falſe Reports ſpread Abroad far and near, of my having 
taught Hereſy, or Groſs Errors concerning the Doctrine of the 


Holy Trinity; which might have been prevented, or long 


fines wiped off, had I been in ordinary Health, or able to at- 


tend your Meetings. ß 21-3; tack bon pn d2t oh 

I have been informed by my Brethren, Mrs. Scot and Mac- 
Iauyin, that you deſire to ma what I have taught this Win- 
homing] A | ter 


5 
ter on that Subject, about which ſo great Noiſe has (been 
de: This Favour have I granted to any Brother that ask- 


A it. I do therefore chearfully embrace this Opp rtunity of 
Ving you a free and ingenuous Account of it, which I judge 
| Len for your Satis en and for the Vindication of my 
elf, and of the Society whereof I am a Member, and of the 
dae under my Inſpection, and likewiſe for preventing 
unjuſt Reflections on my Reverend Brethren of the Presbytery. 
Since I had the Honour to teach Divinity here, I have year- 
y explained Profeſſor Mark's little Compend, called his Me- 
l lla, and alſo ſome Chapters of Profeflor Pictet's little Com- 
pend, and among others that of the Doctrine of the Trinity; 
together with theſe I yearly read over, and explain our Confeſ- 
ſion of Faith, and compare the ſeveral Articles of it, with 
what is taught in the Latin. Syſtems, ſome Miſtakes in which 
I had Reaſon to correct, by what is more clearly and exactly 
taught in our Confeſſion. Accordingly this Winter, in teaching 
the Doctrine of God, and of the Holy Trinity, I did in Couris 
read and explain the ſecond Chapter of our Confeſſion of Faith. 
In my Entry on this Subject, I took Pains to teach the Stu- 
dents, the Seripture Notion and Character of the true God, 
whereby he is diſtinguiſhed from all falſe Gods whatſoever: 
The firſt Part of which is his being the Creator of the World, 
whereby he makes known to Mankind, and all other reaſonable 
Creatures, his Eternal Power and Godhead : The other Part 
of this Character is, That being the Creator of the World, he 
becomes neceſſarily the abſolute Lord and Proprietor of all his 
Creatures, and the ſupreme Governor of all of them endowed. 
with Reaſon. By which he makes known all his glorious 
Perfections that ſhine forth in the Works of Creation and Pro- 
vidence, as Moſes does in the moſt clear and effectual Manner 
deſcribe the true God, in the firſt three Chapters of Geneſis, 
which contain the moſt ſuitable Pretace imaginable, to the fol- 
lowing Revelation of God's Will to Mankind, recorded in the 
Books of the Old and New Teſtament, from which Holy Oracles 
ue learn the glorious Perfections of God, which ſhine forth 
In the Work of fallen Man's Redemption, together with a more 
full and juſt Account of his Perfections diſcoverable by the 
Works of Creation and Providence, than Man in his corrupt 
State could attain to by the meer Light of Nature; of which 
Divine Perfe&ions we have an excellent Sum in the firſt and 
. cond Sections of the ſaid Chapter of our Confeſſion. N 
This Character which Moſes gives of the true God, is often 
briefly repeated and referred to in many Places, both of the 
. Old and New Teſtament ; in giving Inſtances whereof I took 
Notice, That the Apoſtle John having ſaid, That the Vord or 
Sem was God, proves the Truth oi: it by the ſame Argument 
uſed by Maſes, to prove that the God of Iſrae! was the us: 
| | | | od; 
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3 Hay Ghoſt eternally proceeding from the Father and the Son: 


ef the other two, as is owned by all. ſound Divines, e. g. 


it would be the ſame as to fay, The Son is of None, he is not 


ties of the Son and Hey G bet. Lalſo, by the Way, bock Ne 


od, yet they could not b 
. 
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"== 
- 

$. % 
_ 


ferent 
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ferent Gods from him, it being the ſame Divinity which is o- 


5 


riginally in the Father, that is eternally communicated to them, 
which Communication would be impoſhble, unleſs they were 


ths 
a * 


Perſons FRO 
& 2 Propert 


” 
x 


Ho 
Per 


are the Foundation of their mutual Relations, and of the Or- 


from the Nature of which Ithink it evident, 
ly Ghoſt muſt needs he one God with the Father, and alſo 
Lens Aiſtinct from him, and likewiſe that theſe Properties 


diſt inc from the Father, as is plain from the per * 
ies of all the Three Perſons compared together; 


at the Son and 


der of their Being and Working. '# 


© Morover, that I might ſhew the Students the Agreement he- 


4 


tween 


# 4 
- 


the Doctrine taught in our Confeſſion, and that of the 


aneient Chriſtian Church, 1 repeated the Articles of the Nice 


Creed. relating to this Subjes 


, and refuted all the Branches of 


| the Arian Hereſy therein cor 


demned, and confirmed the Truth 


of the Catholick Doctrine oppoſed thereunto; On the other 


Hand, I refuted the old Sabellian and preſent Socinign Here- 


ſies, which agree in Subſtance, tho! they differ in Circumſtan- 
ves, and Modes of Explication of no great Moment ; as to which 
ſome of both theſe Seas did of old, and do ſtill differ among 


themſelves. And that I might give the Students jt a fuller 
View. of this important Article, I read to them w 


at Biſhop 


Pearſon, an approved Author, writes concerning the perſonal 


Properties of the Father and Son in his Expoſition of the Creed, 
mmended the whole Book to their 


Page 40. Edit. 4th. and reco 


Peruſal, eſpecially what relates to the Trinity. Afterwards I 


taught, That altho? the Divi 


ne Perſons be thus diſtinguiſhed 


y their perſonal Properties, yet with Reſpe& to their Eſſential 
erfections they are equal, the Scripture aſcribing to the S n 


and Holy Ghoſt ſuch Names, Attributes, Works and Worſhip, 


25 are proper to God only ; which 1 > res and proved at 


large in teaching that Part of the Confe on, and of | e Latin 
Syſtem which treats of that Subject. SETS YE INLINE. DFO 


This, to the beſt of my Me 


- 


mory and Judgment, on careful 


Reflection, is what I taught at ſeveral Times this Winter con- 


cerving the ＋ 208 important Doctrine of the Holy Irigy, 
en which the chief Articles of our Holy Religion are founded 


o 
9 


And this Doctrine being diſcovered to us in the Holy Scrip- 


tures alone, and well ſummed 
Chap. of our Confeſſion, and in 


10, 11. I took all poſſible Care to keep cloſs by the Expreſſions. 


up in the 3d Section of the ſaid 


the Larger Catechiſm, Queſt. g, 


uſed in Scripture and our Confeſſion, being ſenſible of the Danger 


of 2 to be wiſe above 
0 


Doctrine io fa | 
know "athing of by the Light 


what is written, in teaching a 


far above our Comprehenſion, and which we can 


of Nature. 


When | compare what I have taught with the ſcandalous Re- 
,zorts ſpread abroad, which I have got Notice of (as mentioned 
boye) they all ſeem to have arjſen from abſurd Conſequences, 


OP 


drawn 


noo com ce dere 


. 


8 Cern 


8 


e 


pum] of? 9 2 


* 


crawiFrom what J ſaid 3 the perſonal Properties of the 


Divine yerſons, concerning their being Incommunicable, and 
tounding a real Diſtinction of the Perſons ; all which Conie- 


- quences, and others of the like Nature, may with equal Reaſon 
be drawn from the expreſs Words of our Confeſſion, which 1 


took in their literal Senſe, and told the Students they were. 
fitter to expreſs that Doctrine, than any other I could uſe in 


their Place. Whence it is obvious, that the ſame —_— may 


with equal Juſtice be ſpread and objected againſt the Compilers 
of our Confeſſion, and all the Members of this Church, who 
have ſigned it as the Confeſhan of their Faith. In like Man- 
ner, both the Sabellians and Arzans did of old raiſe the ſame 
and the like Obje&ions againſt the Catholick Doctrine, eſpeci- 
ally againſt the Nicen Creed, and perſecuted: the Profeſſors of 
it, with the ſame or the like Reproackes and Calumnies 
The Unreaſonableneſs and Falſhood of the Calumnies thrown 
upon me, I ſhall make evident, by conſidering all the falſe Reports 
that are come to my Hand. I ſhall begin with that, Chriſtas 
aon eſt ſummus Deus; And when I had read in Pictet, Chriſtus 
eſt ſummus Deus, I ſaid it was to be underſtood cam grano 
ſalis, tho' i do not remember that I then uſed that Expreſſion, 
yet I think *tis probable I might, becauſe I often uſe it on the 
like Occaſion ; namely, when a Term is not to be taken in the 
greateſt Latitude, wherein it is uſed by ſome Authors, Vet I 
remember I ſaid, if the Words, ſummus Deus, were taken in 
ſuch Latitude, as to include the Father's perſonal Property, as 
they are by ſome Authors, they could not in that Senſe be 
truly affirmed of the Son: Bur if meant of Chriſt's being Crea- 
tor and Sovereign Governor of the World, or of the eſfential. 
Properties that are common to the Father and the Son, then 
they would truly agree to him; and told them that Pictet ma- 
nifeſtly took them in this Senſe, according to which all his 


Arguments were concluſive, which I ſhewed in the particular 


HY 


Explication of them: So that the other Report of my endea- 


youring to refute Pictet's Arguments for the Equality of the 


Son with the Father, is a groſs Falſhood, and contrary to what 
was Fact, as is likewiſe that other Report, Filius non eſt equa» 


lis Patri, the contrary of which I proved at large, as is men- 
tioned above, tho? I taught that the Father's perſonal Properties 
did not agree to him, | 3 „* 
As to that Report, Chriſtus non eſt ens neceſſarium, there be · 
ing no Mention thereot either in the Holy Scripture or our 
Confeſſion of Faith, or in the Syſtem 1 teach, it never came in 
my Thoughts to mention it, either in teaching or provering 3 
as little did I mention in teaching the Word Independens, for 
the ſame Reaſon : But on a Student's propoſing an Ohjection, 
wherein he mentioned the Words Dependent and Independent 
1 anfvered, That the Words Dependent and ng, oy 

| . | ordinate 


1 3 
ardinate and Subordinate, were never in Seripture or Gur Con- 
felſion of Faith applied to the perſonal Properties and Relations 
of the Divine Perſons, nor could we ſafely and pertinently ap- 
ply them ſo, becauſe they are ordinarily uſed with Reſpect to 
Creatures, in a Senſe not applicable to the Perſons of the Glo- 
rious God bead; yet all are agreed, that if the Words Inde- 
pendeut and Neceſſary-exiſtent, he taken in a Senſe that includes 
the perſongl Property of the Father, they cannot be applied to 
the Son; but if faid of hin in any Senſe conſiſtent with the 
. perſonal Properties of the Father and the Son, they will ne 
doubt agree to him. NETS Re | 
As to that Text, John xvii. 3. where our Lord, praying to 
His Father, calls him, The only true God, when that Phraſe, the | 
only true God, is taken in a Senſe that includes the Father's 
perſonal Property, it cannot in that Senſe be applied to the Son, 8 
but ony to the Father, in which Senſe it was taken by many of 
the Ancients, ſuch as Athanaſius and others, who were the moſt |} 0 
Zealous Oppoſers, both of the Arian and Sabellian Hereſies, as 
it is alſo by Bp. Pearſon in the fore cited Place, and by Bp. Bull 
in ſeveral Places of his Defenfio Fidei Nicenæ, and by other ap- 
.- proved Divine. Smoot 8 
Thus I have freely laid before my Reverend Brethren a 
faithful Account of what I have taught goncerning the Doctrine 
of the Holy Trinity, together with Anſwers to the calumnious th 
Reports that have been ſpread of me, which in my Apprehen- fo 
fon make it evident, that they are falſe and unjuſt; and I per- pe 
ſwade my ſelf, if both Parts of the Letter do not fully ſatisfie &; 
you, as I would fain hope they will both you and others, yet Pr 
you will at leaſt find nothing in either Part that is different kn 
trom, much leſs that is inconſiſtent with the Doctrine of the far 
Holy Scriptures, and of our Confeſſion of Faith, unleſs my Words M 
be ſtrained to another Senſe than I take them in, and which, tat 
according to their common Uſe, I think they cannot bear. But B/ 
being ſenſible from long Experience, that I may be miſtaken the 
when I think I am in the Riphr, if there be any Miſtakes. in the 
this, I ſhall reckon it a Fayour to have them diſcoyered, and bu 
8 ſoon as 1 am convinced of them, I ſhall chearfully correct of 
hem | Ps I | 
It is with great Difficulty that I have got this Line wrote te 
you under my extream bodily Weakneſs, to which a long conti- 
nued Diſeaſe hath brought me, which renders me incapable of 
thinking on any Subject ſo cloſely and diſtincbly as 1 uſed to do 
When in Health, much more on ſo ſublime and nice a Subject 
«5 this is. I earneſtly beg and expect your Brotherly Sympa- 
thy, and Aſſiſtance of your Prayers at the Throne of Grace, 
that our Gracious God may ſanctify my AMiction, and guide 
me into all Trath by his holy and unerring Spirit, and help me 
to ſerve him faithfully and diligently while he has Uſe for me 
on 


f 0 2 


on Furth, and may perfect a Work of Grace in me, and guide me 
with his Counſel while here, and afterward receive me into his 
Glory, through, our Bleſſed Lord and Saviour jeſus Chriſt. 
ay av =, you and your Labours to the Riches of his Grace 
and effectual Bleſſing ; Iam,  _ „ Fob 
ES V. R. and D. B. 


Tour moſt affetionate Brother, and humble Servant, 
Glaſgow, March 2d, 1726. ; ; Jon N Sin SON. | 


P. F. I defire this may be read in full Presbytery, and that the 
Students may be preſent. os e 


| OVERTURE ty Way of Aci, for preſer- 


ving Purity of Doctrine. 


5 Edinburgh, May 17. 1726. 
H E General Aſſembly conſidering, that ſeveral Presby- 
teries have inſtructed their Commiſſioners to projets, 
that Inquiry be made into the Grounds of ſome Reports of un- 
ſound Do&rine, concerning the Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity 


being taught at Glaſgow, and that their Committee for Inſtru- 
© cons, having called their Brethren Commiſſioners from the 
+ Presbytery of Glaſgow, to give them an Account what they 
2 knew about theſe Reports, and what they had done about the 
lame; theſe Brethren anſwered, That upon ſome Surmiſes of 
Mr. John Simſon, Profeſſor of Divinity in Glaſzow, his having 


taught erroneous Doctrine, particularly with Reſpe& to the 
| Bleſſed Trinity, the Presbytery of Glaſgow had ſent Two of 
their Number, to converſe him thereupon : That he had ſent to 
the Presbytery a Letter owning, that there were ſuch Reports, 
but that they were falſe and calunratous, and giving an Account 
Jof what he ſaid he taught on that Article ; and that the Presby- 
tery had appointed a Committee of their Number to conſider 
his ſaid Letter, but that their Committee had not yet made Re- 
Port unto the Presbytery; and the General Aſſembly being zea- 
Louſly concerned for the Preſervation of Purity of Doctrine in 
this Church, and for preventing the Entry and Spreading, of 
any Error. eſpecially in ſuch a weighty and fundamental Article: 
Jo therefore recommend to, and appoint the Presbytery of Glaſ- 
gew to proceed with all Diligence in their Inquiry into Mr. Sin- 
ſen's Opinions concerning the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, 


and particularly as to the Paſſages and Expreſſions relative 


herets, contained in his Letter to them, or other Papers writ- 
te: | tex 


teh by him; and alſo, that they make Inquiry unto what he 
taught or vented concerning the Trinity; and alſo how he 
has obeyed the Injunctions of the General Aſſembly in anno 
1717, as to the Points which they had then prohibited him to 
teach; and further, if they ſhall ſee Ground to ſuſpect him to be 
unſound in any}other Article of our Confeſſion of Faith, they 
mall likewiſe make Inquiry into his Opinion and Sentiments 
concerning the ſame. And for the Help and Aſſiſtance of the 
ſaid Presbytery in theſe Matters, the General Aſſembly dg 
hereby Nominate and Appoint the Reverend Meſſrs. Villian 
Mitchel, one of the Miniſters of Edinburgh, James Haddow 
Principal of the new College of St. Andrews, Allan Logan of 
Culroſs, William Wiſhart Principal of the Univerſity of Edin- 
burgh, William Hamilton Profeſſor of Divinity there, James 
Craig Miniſter at Edinburgh, James Ballantyne there, James 
Smith at Cramond, James Alſton at Dirleton, William M George 

at Pennycook, E Brand at Borromſtenneſs, Michael Potter at 
Kippen, John Hunter at Air, Hugh Fauſide at Loudoun, Robert 
Wodrow at Eaſtwood, Thomas Linnen at Leſmabago, John Cur- 
ry at Old Monkland, and James Bane at Bonehill, Miniſters ; 
the Right Honourable Sir Hugh Dalrymple of North Berwick 
Lord Preſident ot the Seſſion, Adam Cockburn of Urmiſtoun 
Lord Juſtice Clerk, Mr. James Erskine of Grange, Mr. James 
Hamilton of Pancaitland, Sir Walter Pringle of Newhal, Sena- | 
tors of the College of Juſtice, Sir James Stewart of Goodtrees | 


Baronet, and Mr. Robert Dundas of Arniſtoun younger, Rul- 7? 


ing-Elders; to be a ſelect Committee, and 13 of them to be a 
| Quorum, whereof Nine are always to be Miniſters; and thar 
their firſt Meeting ſhall be in the old Church iſle of Edinburgh, 
. next Day after diffolying of this preſent Aſſembly, at 
ine of the Clock in the Forenoon, and that ſubſequent Meet- | 
ings be upon Tueſday before each ordinary Meeting of the Com- 
miſſion of the General Aſſembly, at Four of the Clock in the 
Afternoon, with full Power to them to chooſe their own Mode- 
rator and Clerk; that they give Advice and Direction in theſe | 
Affairs to the Presbytery, as they ſhall be applied to fer the 
fame, and that.the Presbytery ſhall ſend an Account of the | 
Steps of their Procedure to the ſeveral Meetings of this Com- 
mittee, that are or ſhall be afterwards appointed, that they may 
give Advice and Direction as the Caſe jhall require, that the | 
Moderator of the Committee ſhall correſpond with the Presby- F 
tery, and is hereby impowered to call Meetings of the ſaid 
Committee pro re nata, as he ſhall be adviſed by the ſaidPresby- | 
tery, or as Occafion ſhall require; and hereby gives full Power 
to the ſaid Committee, to adjourn to ſuch Times and Places 
as they ſhall ſee Cauſe; and. alſo to meet and join with the 
Presbytery, in the Trial of the Affairs recommended to them; 
but that neither Committee nor Presbytery, Jointly or _ : 
: _ rately : 


OF. wo „ . 


. . 


Mr. Simſon, but ſhall only 3 this Affair by all proper 
Ways of Inquiry, and proceed, wſque ad ſententiam, and then 
report their Diligence to the next General Aſſembly. Yet, if 


Mr. Simſon ſhall refuſe or decline to anſwer Queſtions that 
ſhall be propoſed to him by the ſaid Presbytery or Committee, 


uod conform to the Direction of this Act, or, if he ſhall give 
ſuch Anſwers, or behave himſelf ſo with Relation to the Pre- 
miſſes, as that it ſhall appear to them to be unſafe to the 


Church of Go Þ, that he continue to teach or preach ; in any 


of theſe Caſes, the Presbytery, or Presbytery and Commit- 
28 are;impowered to ſuſpend him till the next Meeting of the 
General Aſſembly. And the General Aſſembly appoint, that 
the ſelect Committee, at their Meeting in March next, ſhall 
order an Abſtra@ of their Procedure to be ſent to the ſeveral 
Synods in this Church, and that in all their Actings the Presby- 
tery and Committee. be careful to proceed according to the 
Word of Go, and the Confeflion of Faith, and the Larger 
and Shorter Catschiſms of this Church founded thereupon; and 
they are not to inſiſt upon any Article not contained therein. 
extracted by LD „ 7: 
e oo le Jo. Dunpas.Cls Ecrl. Scot. 
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5 VHlaſgow Auguſt 2d, 1726. 
HE Presbytery of Glaſgow having read the following 
Queſtions over one by one, and being ſeparately conſi- 
dered one after another, they approved them, and appointed. 
their Moderator to deliver an Extract of this Day's Procedure, 
containing the ſaids Queſtions, to Profeſſor Simſon, deſiring him, 
in the Presbytery's Name, to give his Anſwers thereto, te the 
Presbytery with his firſt Conveniency. 


BUESTIONS 


I. Whether are there Three diſtin® Subſtances in the Three 
Parſons of the Godhead, or is it one and the ſame Numerical 
Subſtance that is in them all? 5 | 

Il. Whether is the Son Neceſſarily-exiſtent, iu the ordinary 
ſenſe of the Wird, ſo that it is impoſſible that he ſhould net have 

een? 5 1 | ONE 4 

III. Whether is the Deity of the Sin and Holy Gbeſt Self-exs 
zſtent and Independent? 5 oY 5 

IV. 1s this Title, THE MOST nich Gop, in the higheſt 
Senſe uſed in Scripture due to Chriſt, as heis God? 9 

V. Whether is it agreable * ripture and the Confeſſion of *. 

| _ Fl 


to aſcribe to the Father that Title, nE ONLY TRUE Cop; 
in ſuch a Senſe, as it cannot be affirmed of the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt? _ f " 


— 


VI. The Presbytery deſires toknow, why the Profeſſor, in teach- 
ng the Doctrine of the Trinity, has not mentioned the Terms 
IN DEREPENPDV ENT, DEPENDENT and SUBORDI1- 


NATE, ſeeing Adverſaries of the Truth aſſert the Dependence of ö 


the Son, and his Subordination, as to his Divinity, to the Fa- 
ther: And there ſeems to be as much Need as ever to caution 
Students againſt this Subordination and Dependence ? 


ECF 


Profeſſor Simſon's Letter to the Pre sbytery of | 


_ Glaſgow, October 12. 1726. 


Rofeſlor Simſor being indiſpoſed, and not able to attend 
the Presbytery of Glaſgow, ſent them the following Let- 


ter, directed thus, To the I. R. Moderator, and remanent © 
Members of the Presbytery of Glaſgow. IV. R. D. B. You no 
doubt remember, That upon the 16th of February laſt, when I 


was confined to my Chamber by a very afflicting Diſeaſe, Mr. 
Charles Coats, Miniſter at Govan (without ſpeaking a Word 


before to me on the Subject) did lay before you an Informa- 
tion againſt me, of ſeyeral Groſs Errors, he ſaid, he heard 1 
ſhould have taught on the Subject of the Holy Trinity; where- 


upon you appointed a Committee to confer with me that Af- 
ternoon, upon the Particulars of that Information, which one 
of the Members of the Committee got a written Note of. 
When I was told by one of your Members, there had been 
zach an Information given in, and a Committee appointed to 


_ Confer with me, I found my ſelf obliged to decline ſuch a Con- 


ference, being utterly urable for it in theſe Circumſtances, 
and knowing from Experience they are more ready to create 


then remove Miſtakes, but choſed rather to write my Mind 


to you about the Particulars informed againſt me, as ſoon as 


1 ſhould be able to do it, after having got a Copy of them, 


which accordingly I received from Mr. Fohn M<Laurin, one 


of the Miniſters of Glaſgew, about a Week after that, and 


found all the Particulars were perfectly new to me, except 
that one, about the Terms, Summus Deus being taken cum 


grano falis when applied to Chriſt; and being forward to give 
all poſſible Satisfaction to my Reverend Brethren, I fent you a 


Letter of the 2d March thereafter, containing a full Account 
of what I owned and taught on the Subject of the Holy Trini- 
*3, and anſwered the Reports objected to me, and deſired it 

| "oh 


3 


wy 1 


9 ALTER 3 


n eee 


. 
as agFavour, that you would diſcover to me any Miſtakes you 
ſhould find in it, that upon being convinced of them, I might 
correſt them. To which Letter I have not been favoured with 


any Return, nor have I heard ſo much as by Report, that 


you have found Fault with any Propoſition in it, during the 
Space of more than ſeven Months, that are now elapſed, ſince 
you received it; but an Extract of a Minute of your Proceed- 
ings the ſecond of Auguſt laſt was delivered to me in your 
Name by the ſaid Mr. M*Laurin, which had I not thus re- 
ceived, how ſhould I have known from any Thing in the Mi- 
nute that I was the Profeſſor concerned in it, ſeeing it con- 
tains neither my Name nor Deſignation, either in the Title or 
Body of it. I found Six Queſtions inierted therein, which 
the Presbytery deſires the Profeſſor to give Anſmers to, with bis 


_ firſt Conveniency : The laſt of them ſeems to relate to a Pal- 
ſage of my ſaid Letter, which I think contains a plain Anſwer 
to that Queſtion, and a ſufficient Caution to the Students; 


but when you ſhall be pleaſed to let me know, what are the 
Defects thereof, I ſhall endeavour to give you what further 
Satisfaction 1 can about it. As to the other Queſtions, ſo far 
as I perceive, they have no Relation to that Letter of mine, 


which contains what I own and teach concerning the Bleſſed 


Trinity, according to the Holy Scriptures, and the expreſs Words 
of our Confeſſion of Faith, which I having ſigned oftner than 


once, and do ſtill adhere to; fo that if you mean by theſe 
Queſtions, to expreſs nothing elle, but what is ſaid in our 


Confeſſion, I humbly conceive, without any Reflection on you, 


that the Words choſen by the Venerable Aſſembly at Weſtmin- 
ſter, are fitter to expreſs that Doctrine, than theſe made uſe 
af in your Queſtions : But if by your Queſtions you mean 


ſomething elſe than what is taught in our Confeſſion, I do not 
ſee what Concern my Letter or 1 have with them, until I be 
better informed. I muſt alſo acquaint you, That by the nar- 


roweſt Search made into your Minutes, I could not find any 
1 hing to let me know your Deſign, in deſiring me to anſwer 
theſe Queſtions; as whether it were to have my Aſſiſtance in 


determining ſome new Articles of Faitb, or in anſwering ſome 
Difficulties on that Subject, or for any other End; neither does 
it contain any Reaſons why you defire me to anſwer theſe 
Queſtions more than any ether Profeſſor, or any other Man; 
all which make your Minute very Myſteriovs to me, who 
am a great Stranger to your Affairs, having been, as you | 
may know, in no Condition to attend any of your Meet- 
ings this whole laſt Year, and but very few of them for 
more than a Year before that, and ſince February laſt 
your Management ſeems to have been deſignedly kept ſecret 
from me ; wherefore I haye thought it moſt prudent to dela 
the Conſideration of theſe * until you ſhould be plea * 
| 2 | 8 


3 2 
ed to let me know plainly and expreſly for what End and Rea⸗ 


ſons you have deſired me to anſwer them, leſt by gueſſing at 


them, from uncertain Reports, or gathering them by remote and 
doubtful Conſequences, I might fall into a Miſtake of your 
Meaning, and be thereby led to ſay Things that might be miſ- 
taken by you, which from the Reſpe& I have to you, and to the 

Peace of the Church, I think my ſelf obliged by all Means to 


avoid. . our Bleſſed Lord may countenance and aſſiſt 
you in all the Parts of his Work among your Hands, and guide 


both you and me into the Paths of Truth and Righteouſneſs, 


which are the only Ways to ſolid Peace. I am, 


Your Affectionate Braiber, and humble Servant in the Lord, 


After Reading the ſaid Letter, the Presbytery delayed the 
Conſideration of it till the firſt Wedneſday of November next; 
and in the mean Time declare, they had no other Deſign or 


Meaning by propoſing the Queries that have been given to 
Profeſſor Simſon te aniwer, but what the A& of the laſt Gene- 


ral Aſlembly concerning him bears, to wit, To underſtand his 
Opinion and Sentiments concerning the Doctrine of the Holy 


Trinity, and particularly as to the Paſſages and Expreſſions rela- 
tive thereto, contained in his Letter to them; and appoint 


their Clerk to deliver an Extract of this Day's Proceed ings to 
the ſaid Profeſſor; and alſo appoint their Moderator to write a 
Letter to the Moderator of the Committee for L the 
Purity of Doctrine, and therein to tranſmit a Copy of the a- 


bove Letter from the ſaid Profeſſor, with an Extract of the Preſ- 


bytery's Proceedings in the ſaid Profeſſor's Affair, from the 7th 
of September laſt to this Day incluſive. e | 


SAO AAR 5 : * . r . r brot or ll 
1 S1MSON's Letter to the Committee for 


Parity of Doctrine. 


W 3 Pm 
i Weihe compare the Minute of the Presbytery of 


| Glaſgow, of the 24 of Auguſt laſt, with the Letter 1 

wrote to them, on the 12th of Ottober thereafter, which I un-. 

derſtand are tranſmitted unto you, I hope you will be ſatisfied, 

that I had ſufficient Reaſon to delay the Canſideration of the 

(Queſtions, they deſired me to anſwer by the ſaid Minute, ſee- 

| Ing it Ages not contain the lcaſt Hint for what End or 1k 
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Glaſgow, Oftober 12th, 1726. FOO nee 


„„ 
they ®ſire me to anfwer them; and tho I might have ere 
they were proceeding with me according to the Method of In- 
quiſition, yet the Reſpe& I have for them, engaged me to men- 
tion any other poſſible Reaſon, for their defiring me to anſwer 


| theſe Queſtions, rather than inſinuate they were taking ſo wrong 


a Way: And altho*, by the Declaration in their Minute of 05+ 
ber 12th, they wade it pretty plain, they were proceeding in_ 
that Way; yet, that I might have an Occaſion af underſtand- 
ing their Mind plainly, and have Acceſs to lay before them in 
the moſt inoffenſiye and modeſt Way the Reaſons that perſuad; 
ed me, that the Method they ſeemed to be then following, and 
alſo the Queſtions they had propounded to me, were cantrary 


to the Direction of the Act of the laſt General Aſſembly con. 


cerning me; I waited on them at their Meeting on Wedneſday 
laſt, the 2d of November current; and when I was asked by the 


Moderator, if I was ſatisfied with the Declaration of their 


Mind contaired in their Minute of October 12th, and was then 
ready to give my Anſwers to the Queſtions they had propoſed 
to me. I anſwered, That I was not ſatisfied with it, and wan- 
ted to have their Anſwer to a Queſtion or Two, that I humbly 
eraved Liberty to propoſe to them for further clearing my Mind 
in that Aﬀair. Upon which the Presbytery ſeeming willing to 
hear what I had to offer, I firft propoſed this Queſtion, Whether 
they thought themſelves impowered by the laſt General Aſſem- 


bly's Act about me, to require my privateThoughts on any Point 
of Divinity? And gave them my Reaſons why I thought they 
were not ſo impowered, namely, becauſe it was contrary to the 
Example of our Bleſſed Lord himſelf, who refuſed to ſubmit to 
the Method of Inquiſition, even with reſpe& to the Doctrine 
he had taught, who' when accuied of calling himſelf the Meſſiah 
or Chriſt. d a King, his Anſwer to that Charge was required 
he confeſſed the former Article before the Council of the Jes, 
and the othe; before Pilate. It was alſo contrary to the Apoſtle's 


| Rule, Againſt an Elder receive not an Accuſation, but before 
two or three Witneſſes : Which Negative Law makes it evident, 
that no other Sort of Accuſation, was a ſufhcient Ground for 


any Church, or its Judicatures, to entertain Suſpicions of any 


Thing ſcandalous -in a Church Officer. Moreover, ſuch a 
Power is contrary to the good Rules of Diſcipline eſtabliſhed 
by this Church in the Form of Procefs, which by the Act of the 
laſt Aſſembly, are neither abrogated, nor ſo much as ſuſpended, 
with reſpeR to my Caſe, It is likewiſe contrary to the Claim 
„f Right, and the Priyileges of every free-born Subject in the 
Kingdom, and was one of the opprefliive Methods made uſe of, 
before the late happy Revolution, againſt which we are ſecured 


N. 
" 


+ 


by the ſaid Claim of Right. It is alſo manifeſt, that the Me- 
thod of Inquiſition is one of the moſt miſchievous Engines of 


Popery. From all which I concluded, that it was not to be 
| T | 
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. 
preſumed, that the ſaid Act of Aſſembly gave the PreGytery 


any ſuch Power, unleſs it had been expreſly delivered in the 


laineſt Terms: Whereas it is evident the Act ſays no ſuch 
Thing. Io theſe I further added, That on the contrary, the 


their own Committee, fo proceed by all proper Ways of Inquiry 


and I am yet to learn, what pro er Ways of Inquiry for trying 
and iſſuing Scandals, are eſtabliſhed in this Church, except | 
theſe contained in the Ferm of Proceſs, which are framed ac- 


_ cording to the Rules of the Goſpel, to common Equity, to our 


Proteſtant Principles, and to our Civil Rights and Privileges, | 
as free Subjects. But if this Method of Inquiſition be ſet up 


ceſs with reſpe& to Miniſters at leaſt, Wherefore I was fully | 


ſatisfied in my own Mind, that the laſt Aſſembly, by their ſaid # 


Act, had given the Presbytery of Glaſgow no ſuch Power. Then | 


the Moderator (after cauſing read the ſaid Act of Aſſembly) ask 


ed the Opinion of all the Members preſent, upon the Queſtion; 
and all, except I hree, ſaid, They thought they were impowered 
to ask my private Thoughts: And ſome of them alledged, as a | 


Proof of it, That they were impowered to ſuſpend me, if I fpould 
refuſe or decline to anſwer the Queſtions they propeſed to me. 


But I replied, It was Queſtions propoſed accor ing to the Di- 


rection of this Aft, as is therein expreſſed; which Queſtions 


thould therefore be according to the Form of Proceſs; and the 


adding ſo heavy a Penalty, that does not only affect me, and 


my Character and Office, but alſo thoſe who may receive Be- 
nefit by my exerciſing my Office, is to me a ſtrong Argument, 


that the Act of the Aſſembly gave the Presbytery no ſuck 
Power, the inflicting ſuch a Penalty being manifeſtly Unjuſt, 


unleſs I ſhould tranſgreſs ſome known and ſtauding Rules. And 
when I found that it was the Opinion of the leading Members 


of the Presbytery, that they were impowered to ask my pri- 


vate Thoughts on any Point of Divinity, ander the Penalty 


contained in that Att, I according to it expreſſed the Queſtion, 
in theſe Terms, as in the Minute, with the Addition of that 
Clauſe. The other Reaſon theſe Members gave for their Opi- 
nion, was, That as a Society they had a Right to try all Per- 
ſons before they were admitted into publick Truſt in the Church, 
even by requiring of the Candidates their private Thoughts 
and Sentiments on any Point of Divinity, and therefore they | 
could not but have the ſame Right of trying thoſe that were 


already poſſeſſed of publick Offices, when they thought fit, or 


might ſuſpect them. To which I anſwered, That the Apoſtle 
erjoins that Perſons, who are to be admitted to publick Ofh- | 
ces in the Church, ſhowld firſt be proved, and ſets down the 
Qualifications requilite in all who are to be advanced to them; 
according to which we have good Rules aſtabliſhed in this 


* 


ſaid Act of Aſſembly does expreſly enjoin this Presbytery, and 


Church, for 


Church, for the trying of Candidates ; and told them 1 had 
, | undergone Trials twice in this Church, according to the 
x | good Rules, and being judged qualified, Was admitted. But 
withReſpect to theſe who are already admitted into, and inyeſt- 
ed with a publick Office, the Apoſtle gives a very different 
Rule, with Reſpe& to any Scandal they may be ſuſpected of, 
1 viz. That an Accuſation is not to be received againſt an Eldes_ 
or Presbyter, but before Two or Three Witneſſes, which, as it is 
'x | manifeſtly juſt, ſo it is neceſſary for the goed of Society, whe- 
ther Civil or Eccleſiaſtical. To which I now beg Leave ta 
> | add, That a Presbytery, in trying a Candidate for the Mini- 
P ſtry, is to enquire by proper Methods, ſuch as are contained in 
ly the good Rules of this Church, if he has the Qualifications ne- 
14 ceflary for the right Diſcharge of an honourable Office, that is 
en joined with a Benefice, which to the Candidate is a Pr:vilege, 
. and to theſe that employ him an important Truſt, who theres 
fore have a Right to know, whether he be ſound in the Faith, 
, 4 and apt to teach, &e. But the Caſe is fo far different in the 
trying of Scandals, that if ſuch Candidate were accuſed of any 
14 Scandal, either in Doctrine or Morals, his Trials for the Mi- 
my niſtry would be ſtopped, until he were tried, according to the 
Di. Form of Proceſs, for the Scandals objected againſt him; and 
ons if a Perſon, who is deſired to enter on Trials, ſhould decline 
che it, he would not on that Account be ſuſpected of any Error or 
wad | Immorality, but enly be thought ſo mo eſt, as to judge him- 
Be- ſelf not qualified, or that he did not. incline to that Work or 
ent, Office. Whereas the Caſe is quite otherwiſe with Reſpect to 
ck theſe who are in Poſleſſion bf an Office in the Church, which 
uſt, they have a Right unto ad vitam aut culpam, both by the 
and Rules of the Goſpel, Conſtitutions of this Church, and the 
bers Laws of the Land, ſo as they become in a Manner their Freehold, 
pri- | which they are not to be deprived of, unleſs by due Courſe of 
alt Eccleſiaſtical Proceſs they be found guilty of a Fault deſerving 
Jn that Penalty; ſee the Act of Parliament ratifying the Confeſſion 
that of Faith, and ſettling Presbyterian Church Government, anno 
Opi- 1690. In which Cale the Apoſtle appoints the common Rule 
per- of trying all Scandals in other Men to take Place, as do the 
irch, Rules of this Church, and the Acts of Parliamert : Wherefore 
ghts| there is no Conſequence from the juſt Method of trying Candi- 
cher] dares for an Office, and trying Scandals, the Deſign and End oi 
were them being ſo yaſtly different. I therefore humbly think it is 


4 


bd 


t, or che neceſſary Duty of every honeſt Subject, and eſpecially of 
oſtle any Miniſter of this Church, to oppoſe this Method of Tnquiji- 
Of tion, when ſome Miniſters of Note in it are ſetting up for it, 
\ whe zs a juſt and neceſſary Method of trying and iſſuing Scandals ; 
en; ; | Contrary to the Rules of the Goſpel, Conſtitutions of this Church, 
1 this and theLaws of the Land, and the Rights of every free Subject; 
uret., tor which Reaſon I think my ſelf obliged in Cerſcience to re- 
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fuſe Compliance with it, and to teſtify againſt it; and 1 Ln pers 


ſuaded my ſinfulCompliance with it is an unwarrantableMeans for 


removing the ground leſs Suſpicions of others. The Moderator 


l reported to me the Presbytery's Opinion, That they 
thought themſelves impowered to ask my private Thoughts, with 
ſome „ wig which 1 did neither well underſtand, 
nor could remember; I defired it might be minuted by the 
Clerk, and given me in Writing, that I might confider it. 
But it was moved by ſome, that I ſhould firit propoſe any | 
other Queſtions I found need ful; whereupon, without reclaim- 


Ing, I propoled this Queſtion, Whether the Queſtions they had f 


given me to anſwer, were contained in our Confeſſion of Faith | 


ànd Catechiſms ? The Reaſon I gave for this, was, becauſe 


after the beſt Search I could make, I did not find they were 
determined in our own, or any other Catholick Creed or Con- 
feſſion of Faith, fince the Commencement of Chriſtianity, 1t | 
being plain, that the Presbytery's Terms were contained in none | 
of them; and therefore if they meant not ſomething elſe by them; 
I knew no Reaſon why they ſhould depart from the Form of ſound 
Words. Then I . the otker Queſtions, as contained 

in the Minute of Presbytery. Upon this a good many Mem- 
bers thought it reaſonable to ſatisfy me about theſe Queſtions, 


ſeeing I had no Acceſs to hear their Reaſonings about them, 
either in the Presbytery or Committee; but ſome leading 
Members ſaid, it would take them too much Time and La- 


bour, and inſtead thereof propoſed the Overture; which be. 


ing agreed to by.the Plurality, is inſert into the Minute, not- 2 
withſtanding I had told them, That it ſeemed ſtrange to me, 


why they went ſo far about the Buſh, when the Caſe was ſo 


very plain, that they had nothing to do, but to ſet down ſuch 
and ſuch a Propoſition in my Letter, and tell me this is erro-| 


neous, or of a doubtful Meaning; in which Caſe I. would have 


freely anſwered them; or if by their Eight Months Enquiry 


into what 1 have taught or publiſhed on the Doctrine ef the 
Holy Trinity, or any other Article of our Religion, they had 
found any Thing erroneous, and named Witneſſes to prove it, 
T would have freely anſwered them according to the Form of 


Proceſs; and craved oftner than once they might follow this 
Method. And] ſtill inſiſt that both the Presbytery and Com- 


mittee of Aſſembly do follow the Rules laid down in the Form 
of Proceſs, if they think they have any juſt Ground of proceed - 
ing againſt me, either from my Letter or otherwiſe, which Jam 
as yet perſuaded they have not. I believe every candid By- 
ftander will think it ſtrange, that the Presbytery of Glaſgow | 


mould ſay, They ſuſpect me of Error, about the Holy Trinity, 


and yet have not to this Day named to me, ſo much as one 
{ingle Error, of which they ſuſpe& me to be guilty, tho* they 
have had a large Account of my Faith and Doctrine on that Sub- 
| ject, f 


eee 


te HE Committee, for Preſervation of Purity of Doctrine, 
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je®F, contained in my Letter LU before them theſe Eight 
Months. I therefore humbly. crave, That the Reverend Com- 
mittee may correct the Presbytery of Glaſgow's Miſtake, and 
the wrong Steps they have made in this Affair, and oblige them 
to proceed aecording to the good Rules af this Church, con- 
tained in their Form of Proceſs, which by the Act of laſt AC. 
ſembly about me they are obliged to follow, and are the only 
proper Means for removing falſe Reports and groundleſs Suſpi- 
cions. That our Gracious God may guide you into wiſe and 
righteous Meaſures in the Management of this Affair, ſo as it 


may be for the promoting of Peace, 1 Truth inthe Church, 


is the earneſt Deſire of, 1 
9 e V. R. and D. B. 
. affectionate Brother and 
5 5 Servant in the Lord. | 
Glaſgow, November | | \ 
7. 1726. | 2 8 
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Edinburgb, November 9. 1726. 5 


cc appointed a Letter to be written to the Presbytery 


b of Glaſgow, adviſing them to peint out the Paſſages in the 


© Profeſſor's Letter, o 
er founded: And fo take 
“ the Word of God, an 
Shorter Catechiſms of 


which theſe Queſtions to him are 
particular Notice of the Paſſages of 
Confeſſion of Faith, and Larger and 
this Church feunded thereupon, to 


c which they judge thele are contrary.” 


Eb AED DEDOEBEEDEDODMY 


. Slaſgew November 23. 1726. 
"HE Presbytery declared they were willing to comply 
with the Advice of the above Committee, in pointing 


out to the ſaid Profeſſor the Paſſages in his Letter on which 


their Queſtions to him are founded, and alſo to take particu- 
lar Notice of the Paſſages of the Word of God, Confeſſion of 
Faith, and Larger and Shorter Catechiſms ef this Church, 
which they had in their Eye in forming the ſaids Queſtions, 
and accordingly appeteted their Moderator, Mr. John Gray, 
Mr. John Hamilton, and Mr. John Me Laurin to draw up t 
ſaids References in Form, and to lay them before the Presby- 
tery at their Evening Sederunt at Four of the Clock this After 
neon. Then the ſai e that beſides drawing 1 = 
1 i | | i 


Et ð ð!v 
this Charge from his Letter to the Presbytery of the ſecofid of 
March la that the Presbytery alſo draw up any further 
Charge they may have againſt him, of what he has vented or 
taught contrary to the Holy Scriptures, Confeſſion of Faith and 
Catechiſms, which they can prove by Witneſſes ; and draw 
up an entite Charge of the whole, With an Account of the Paſ- | 
| ſages of Scripture, Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, to which | 
they judge theſe Propoſitions are contrary, with a Liſt of the 
. Witneſſes Names and Deſignations who can prove the ſame; 
and that this Charge may be put in his Hands to ſee and anſwer: 
And declares, that he is heartily willing to give his Anſwers 
to the Reverend Presbytery on ſuch a Charge. , 
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The Presbytery of Glaſgow's References anent 
| 3 2 | | x 
_ Profeſſor Sims O N's Affair. 


. N are there Three diſtiuſt Subſtances in the 
bree Perſons of the Godhead 7, or, is it one and 
ame numerical Subſtance that is in them all? 
This Queſtion ariſes from the Difference the Letter ſeems ts 
make betwixt the Divinity of the Father, and of the Son, and 
of the Holy Ghoſt. It is true, in the firſt Part of the Letter, 
it is affrmed, That the ſame Divinity, which originally is in 
the Father, is eternally communicated to the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt: But as ſome have affirmed this, who yet hold that 
the Three Perſons are Three diſtin& Minds or Beings 3 ſo the 
ſecond Part of the Letter ſuppoſes, that there is no Mention in 
_ Scripture, or our Confeſſion, of Chriſt his being Ens neceſſari- 
um, or yet Independent, which ſeems to ſay, that the Neceſſary- 
ex:ſtence. of the Son of God, and his Independency are no Part 
of the Profeſſor's Faith; and if the Deity of the Father be Ne- 
_ reſſarily-exiſtent and Independent, but the Deity of the Son 
and Holy Ghoſt is not ſo, at leaſt no Matter of Faith, then it 
would appear there is ſuch a Difference betwixt the Divinity of 
the one and of the other, that it muſt be a Quſtion if it be one 
and the ſame Subſtance in Number, or one Numerical Sub- 
Nance that is poſſeſſed by them all. | 
The Presbytery refer to the Copfeſſion, Chap. II. SeF. 1. 
There is but one only living and true God: Sect. 3. In the Unity 
of the God bead, there are three Pet ſous ¶ one Subſtance, &C. 
Lar er Catechiſm, Anſwer to (Wu ft. IX. There be three Perſons 
in the God-head, the Father, the bow, and the Holy Ghoſt, and © 
_ theſe three are one true eternal God, the ſame in Subftance, e- 
qual in power and Glory, altho diftinguiſhed by their perſ, | 


Pro- | 


aero OH cnet 


Propesties. The Presbytery 21 reter to the Scriptures Cited. 


for proving the above Articles, All which laid together, im- 


ports ſuch a ſtrict Unity in the God-head, as there can be but 
one Huhſtance, one in Number, or Numerically, and can ne- 
ver be reconciled to the Notion of three diſtin& Subſtances or 
Beings in the God-head, eee AR ir, 
Queſt. II. Whether is the Son Neceſſarily-exiſtent, in the or di- 
nary Senſe of the Word, ſo that it is impiſſible that he ſhould net 
have been % | bo i 
The Letter gives Occaſion for this Query, when it tells us, 
in the Paſſage before cited, That there is no Mention in Ser ip- 
ture, or eur Confeſſion, of Chriſt's being ens neceſſarium ; and 


that the Profeſſor never mentioned it either in teaching or 


preaching; which ſeems te ſay, that Chriſt's being Neceſlarily- 
exiſtent is no Matter of Faith with him. RENTS. 
The Presbytery refer to Confeſſion, Chap. VIII. Seck. 2d. 


Which aſſerts, That the Son is Very and Eternal God, and Chap. 


IL Sect. 1/t, The true God is Infinite in Being and Perfection 
Immutable. The Presbytery think Infiniteneſs in Being, and 
Perfection and Immutability, infer Neceſſary- exiſtence; and there- 
fore, If Chriſt be Very God, he muſt according to the Confeſſion 


de Neceſſarily-exiftent. The Presbytery alſo refer to the Scrip- 
tures cited for proving the above Articles. | 


Q: III. Whether is the Deity of the Son and Holy Ghoſt Self- 
exiſtent and Independent? I Deen 

The Letter gives Occaſion for this; for after it has ſaid in the 
Firſt Part, «That to be of None,is the Perſonal Property of theFa- 
* ther, — and that his perſonal Teepe cannot be affirmed of 
the Son, — and the ſame holds true of theHolyGhaſt,zt adds: 
* The Profeſſor tookNotice,T hat the Father's being of None, is 


© the ſame that manyAuthors underſtand by beingdelf-exiſtent, 


* taken in the negative Meaning.” From which it appears that 
the Profeſſor, without giving them any Caution again the Miſ- 
take, wouid have the Students take Notice, that Self-exiſtence 
may be taken for the perſonal Property of the Father, and 
conſequently that the Divine Nature in the Son and Holy Ghoſt 


15 not Self-exiſtent. As to Chriſt's Independency, the Pres- 
bytery refer to that Part of the Letter above- cited, which ſays, 
It never came in his Thoughts to mention Chriſt's heing ens 


« necefſarium——ASs little did I mention the Word Independent, 
< for this ſame Reaſon ; and afterwards : And if the Words Tu- 
e dependent and Neceſſarily-exiſtent be taken in a Senſe. that in- 


cc 6144 es the pe rſonal Property of the F ather, they Cannot be 


applied to the Son. i 
I his Doctrine ſeems not agreeable to the Confeſſion, Cap. II. 
Seck. 2d. which affirms, God hath all Life, Glory. Goodneſs. 
Bleſſedneſs in and of himſelf, and is alone in and unto himſelf 
All-jufficzent, Conſequently 9 the Son, conſidered as ” 1 
; 2 | | 0 


— 


a 3 Ke * x — — 
— — 8 — 7— - — X _ — — =: 
: — 2 — ——— — — _ — - - — — 
— —— = — - — — 8 - - 7 — : : = _ - _ == = J 
. — — hate — — — — — — — * — 2 — — . 2 
— 5 — — 4 — — — X 2 88 
7 hn 9 


> "ELSE 
CEE oy — SD 


2 — 
— 


— — 
— 
2 — 


. c ˙ a ei — —— bn a —— — I 8 
2 3 — — —̃ (D2ͤ—X—— 2 — * 4 — 7 2 — — - 


— — 
—— _—_— 


— — r — —3 — 


— 


— 
— 


— —— ͥ —-— — 


I 
— = _y 
— 


— — — — * 
A - _ — 
4 = 


pn ric 
—— 


— 


Holy Ghoſt. | 
The Letter gives Ground for this, when it bears towards the 
Cloſe, < As for that Text, John xvii. 3. when that Phraſe, 


5 5 al 3 
God, muſt be Selexiſtent and e having all Lk in 
and of himfelf, and being alone in and unto himſelf All ſufficient; 
and the ſame holds true of the Deity of the Holy Ghoſt. The 
Presbytery alſo refer to the Scriptyres cited for proving the 
ſaid Article or Queſtion. | | 


Queſt. IV. 1s this Title, the Meſt High God, in the : 


higheſt Senſe uſed in Scripture, due to Chriſt as he is God ? 
The Letter gives Occaſion for this, when it tells us, It is 


probable the Frofeflor might have ſaid, The Title ſummus 


Deus is to be taken cm grano ſalis, when applied to the Son, 
and afterwards ſuppoies it may be taken in ſuch a Senſe as to in- 


elude the Father's perſonal Property, and in this Senſe could not 


be truly affirmed of the Son. 


* 


The Presbytery refer to Cenfeſſion, Chap. VIII. Sep. 2. The 


Son being very and eternal Ged, of one Subſtance, and equal 
with the Father. And Larger Catechiſm, Anſwer to Queſt. IX. 
There be Three Perſeus in the Godhead, the Father, the Son; 


and the Holy Ghoſt, and theſe Three areQne True EternalG od. the 


ſame in Subſtance, equal in Power and 7405. 3 
the ompariſon with the 
Son as he is God, it is not eaſy to ſee how the Father and Son 


If the Father be the Maſt High God, in 


are equal in Glory. 


| The Presbytery alſo refer to the Scriptures cited for proving 


the above Propoſitions. and * 
Queſt. V. Whether js it agreeable to Scripture, and the Con- 
feſſion of Faith, to aſcribe to the Father that Title, the only true 


God, in ſuch à Senſe as it cannot be affirmed of the Son and 


<< the only true God, is taken in a Senſe that includes the Fa- 
<< ther's perſonal Property, it cannot in that Senſe be applied ta 


A the Son, but only to the Father.“ | | 
The Presbytery refer as above, to Confeſſion, Chap. VIII, 
Seck. 2d. and Larger Catechiſm, Anſw. to Queſt. IX. and to 


the Scriptures cited for proving theſe Articles. | 
Queſt. VI. This xs a Deſire Sw the Presbytery, to know why 
the Profeſſor, in teaching the Doctrine of the Trinity, has not 


\ anentioned the Terms Independent, Dependent, and Subordinate, 
ſeeing Adverſaries of the Truth aſſert the Dependence of the Son, 
| 24 his Subordination, as to his Divinity, to the Father ;, and 
there ſeemeth to be as much Need as ever to caution Students he; 


Lainſt this Subordination and Dependence ? 


he Letter gives Occaſion for this, when it ſays, The Pro- 


: « feſlor did not, in teaching, mention the Word Independens; 
75 and that it was upon a Student's propoſing an Objection, where- 
+* in he mentioned the Wards Dependent and Independent, that 

e 8 
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| 
a : Ln A 
« the Profeſſor ſpoke of the Words Dependent and Independent, 
ce Co-ordinate and Subordinate.” EH; £12484 
The Presbytery want to know, why the Profeſſor did not at leaſt 
take ſo much Notice of theſe Terms, as to guard the Students a- 
ainſt that Dependence of the Son, and Subordination, as to his 
Divinity, to the Father, which is pleaded for by the known Ad- 
verſaries of the Truth, and i contrary to what our Confeſſion 4. 
firms of him, who u True. God, Chap. II. Sect. 2d. and alſo 
to what it aſſerts of the Equality of the Son with the Father, 
Chap. II. Sect. zd. Chap. VIII. Sea. 2d. Larger Catechiſm, 
' Anſwer to Queſt. IX. and alſo to the Scriptures cited under theſe 
Articles. COR xy Ow re n 


A EN N A8 08e 8 rep car | 


eANSWERS by Mr. JohN SiusoN, Profeſ- 
ſor of Divinity in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, 
to the R. Presbytery of Glaſgow's Paper, in- 
tituled, References anent Profeſſor Simſon's 
Affair. 12 4 5 125 : "Ps + 
HE Committe for preferving Purity of Doctrine, ap- 
F pointed by the laſt General Aſſembly of this Church, 
having, in their Meeting at Edinburgh, the Ninth of November 
: laſt, <«« Adviſed the Presbytery of Glaſgow to paint out the 
«© Paſſages in the Profeſſor's Letter, (to wit, of my Letter to 
the ſaid Presbytery of the Second of March laſt) on which 
| © theſe Queſtions (which the ſaid Presbytery had propoſed} 
e to him are founded, and to take particular Notice of the 
| © Paſſages of the Word of God, and Confeſſion of Faith, and 
1 © Larger and Shorter Catechiſms of this Church, founded 
& thereupon, to which they judge theſe are contrary.” And the 
ſaid Presbytery, in their Meeting the Twenty Third of the 
ſaid Month having declared, That they were willing to 
comply with the Advice of the ſaid Committee, they drew up 
2 Paper, intituled, References anent Profeſſor Simſon's Affair. 
which having been ſent me by their Clerk, I found they ſeem'd 
to blame and object againſt ſome Paſſages of my ſaid Letter, 
tho? they do not ſay directly, that any Propoſition in it is con- 
trary to the Word of God, the Confeſſion of Faith or Catecbiſins 
of this Church; and I being heartily willing to give my Re- 
verend Brethren all juſt and reaſonable Satisfaction, according 


to the Rules of the Goſpel, the Conſtitution of this Church, 


and Laws of the Nation, as to what ſeems to them Faulty in 


my Letter, do according to my Promiſe give the As > 


1 


— . 1 xr” 


ys ha EA 7 


ral Queſtions, hic 
found out. 50 


i 
! ” 
* 
7 A 
N 
my 
1 
jt. 
N. f 
wy 
11 
» 
+) 
Ha 
. 
x 1x 
14 
3908 
\ 1 
14 
* "w 
ary 
J. . 
114 
. 
15 | 
1:5 
ao 
1.48? 
i 5 
3 
4H 
$1 
4 
. 
11 
11 
Hl 
4-38 
[4 
. 
40 
1 
4 
14 
4 , 
{p14 
ma 
— 4 
; 1 
. 
10 , 
ith . 
tA 
| 6 
z . 
. 
K 
141 
+3þ1 ; 
I. 
11 * 
5 
4 
3 
13. 
ary 
+17 
Bil i 
wh; 
14 
une 
4559 
9% 
74 
43611 
e 
N Ht 
. 
44 1 
Wh! 
Ci i 
_ - 
. 
"its 
7 E 
44.99 
#h 
4 
1 
"WM 
i 
49 
+l 
4] 
1 1:28 
4.4 
? 1 7 
bi tg 
RM . 


{l fl 
9 
* 1 


—— 
c 


— — — — 
— — — 


——V— =” ROTOR 
Anſwers, in which I follow the Order of the Paſſages & m 


Letter, the Parts whereof are not numbered, and compare wit! 


them the n Objections contained under their ſeve- 
h being numbered in their Paper, ate eaſily 


l be firſt Paſſage in my Letter objected againſt by the Pref: 


wytery is, what I ſay of the perſonal P roperties of the Father, 


Son and Holy Ghoſt, which they ſay gives Occaſion for their 


That I may ſet hoth their Obje&ion and my Anſwer in a due 
Light, I ſhall ſet down the whole Paſſage referred to as follows. 
In the next Place I proved, there is and can be but One 


« God, both according to the Light of Nature and Revela- 
< tion; but. yet (according to what is well taught in the 3d 
<<: Set. of the ſaid 2d Chap - of our Confeſſion) that in the Unity of 
© the Godhead, there be Three Perſons of One Suhſtance, 


% Power and Eternity, God the Father, Cc. who are di- 


ce ſtinguiſhed by their perſonal Properties therein mentioned, 
© the Nature and Incommunicableneſs of which do equally prove 


“ the real Diſtinction of the Perſons and the Oneneſs of their 


*©. Godhead ; for the Father is of none, neither Begotten nor 


* Proceeding, and begets the Son: The Son is Eternally. Be- 


« gotten of the Father, the Holy Ghoſt Eternally Proceed ing 


from the Father and the Son, and the Property of each Per- 
5 ſon is Incommunicable to either of the other two; as is own- | 


e ed by all ſqund Divines, e. g. The perſonal Property of the 


LE” Father cannot be truly affirmed of the Son, by whatever 


Expreſſions or Words it be done; for it would be the ſame 
« as to ſay, The Son is of none, he is not Begotten of the 
* Father, but begets the Father, which manifeſtly contradicts 
<« the expreſs Words of our Confeſſion, ard of the Holy Scrip- 


ce tures, and what our Divines commonly teach according to 


c them. Ihe ſame holds true of the perſona! Properties of the 
cc Son and Holy Ghoſt. I allo by the Way took Notice, That 


cc the Father's being of None, is the ſame that many Authors 
c&c underſtand of being Self-exiſtent, taken not abſurdly in the 
< poſitive Senſe, but in the negative; meaning that he has 


« his Being and Godhead of None.” 

I do not think the Presbytery blame my ſaying, © That to 
ce be of None is the perſonal 8 of the Father, and that 
cc his perſonal Property cannot be affirmed of the Son; and the 


< ſame holds true of the Holy Ghoſt,” tho' they cite theſe 
Words; but what they find Fault with is, That the Pro- 


cc feſſor took Notice, that the Father's being of None, is the 


cc ſame that many Authors underſtand by being Self-exiftent, 


cc taken in the negative Meaning. From which (they lay) it 
cc appears that the Profeſſor, without giving them any Caution 
cc againſt the Miſtake, would have the Students take Notice, 
ce that Self-exiſtence may be taken for the perſonal Pro- 

5 _ 6 perty 
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te peity of the Father, and conſequently that the Diyine Na- 
ce ture in the Son and Holy Ghoſt is not Self exiitent.” - 


'To which I anſwer, I do not ſay, That Self -exiſtente may be 
taken, which uſually ſignifies, znay be raghtly taken ; but my 


Words, that need no Comment, are, The Father's being of None, 


is the ſamt that many Authors underſtand by being Selj-exiſtent, 
which plainly relate a Fact not controverted by the Presbytety 3 
and if it were, can be eaſily proved. Now the Students need- 
ed no further Caution in this Caſe, hut to warn them of this 
Fact; for being of None is the perſonal Property, or the dliſtin- 
guiſbing Charatter of the Father, as our Confeſſion teaches, and 
no Doubt the Presbytery owns; which accordingly I had 
taught the Students before I made this Remark, as my Letter 
alſo relates. After which the Students had only to take Notice, 
whether the Authors they read took Self-exiſtence to ſignify Be- 
ing of None, and inthat Senſe affirmed it of the Father only, or 
called it his perſonal Property: If fo, they taught the Truth, 
albeit they might expreſs it by an unfit or ambiguous Word; 
for in this Caſe the Word Self exiſtent has the ſame Meaning as 
the Words Being of None; and if theſe Words, Being of None, 
be put in the Presbytery's Reaſoning, inſtead of the Word Self- 
exiſtent, when ſignitying the ſame as they do, what they ſay 
will run thus: © The Profeflor, without giving them any 
c“ Caution againſt the Miſtake, would have the Students take 


e Notice, That being of None may be taken for (or rather is) 
c the perſonal Property of the Father.” And their next Con- 
7 cluſion, according to the Terms contained in their Premiſſes, 
f _ be; and conſequently, the Son and Holy Gh:ſt are not of 
None. 


Whence I perſuade my ſelf, that the Presbytery upon Re- 


flection, will find nothing faulty in this Paſſage of my Letter, 


which contains the expreſs Doctrine of our Confeſſion, Chap. II. 
Sect. 3. Tho' they may be diſpleaſed with the Authors who 


take the Word Self-exiſftent in its negative Meaning, to ſignifie 


Being of None; and I ſhould take it as a Piece of uſeful Cau- 


tion, or Inſtruction, both to me and the Students, if the Pres- 


bytery would declare the true Meaning of that Engliſb Term 
of Art, when it is to be affirmed of the Perſon of the Son or 
Holy Ghoſt. | 3 N 

The Presbytery here add, This Doctrine ſeems not agree- 


| able to the Confeſſion, Cap. II. Set. 2. which affirms, God hath. 


all Life, Glory, Goodneſs, Bleſſedneſs in and of bimſelf, and 


* 


Now I having ſhewed that this Paſſage of my Letter af- 
firms the expreſs Doctrine of our Confeihon, Cap. II. Sec. 3. 


is alone in and unto bimſelf All- ſuſſicient. 


1 hope the Presbytery will not any more ſay, this Doctrine 
ſeems not agreeable to the Confeſſion, Cap. II. Sect. 2. being 


perſua ded, they neither do think, nor will ſay, that the Nr 
Ine 


. (240 i 

crine in ect. 2. of that Cap. ſeems not agreeable to the Do- 
ctrine taught in the third Set. thereof; and the ſame is to be 
fſaid concerning the Scriptures cited for proving the Doctrine 
__ "off theſe two Sections d g ait ane : _ 
I The Presbytery and I being, as I hope, thus agreed in 
maintaining the expreſs Doctrine of our Confeſfion, I have 0 
Occaſion to conſider their following Reaſoning and Conſe- 
quences drawn from it, whether good or bad, ſeeing they can 
infer nothing againſt this Paſſage of my Letter, more than a- 
gainſt the Doctrine of our Conteſſion, Cap. II. Seck. 3. and 
Conſequently they have no better Reaſon to as their third Quo- 


ſtion of Me, than ot that Venerable Aſſembly of Di vines, Wo 


compiled our Confeſſion, were they now alive, and within 
- their ſuriſdiction, or of any other Member of this Church, 
that has ſigned our . Confeſſion, and adheres to it, as I do. 
What the Presbytery ſay here with reſpect to Chriſt's Iude- 
pendency, ſhall be conſidered afterwards. in its proper Place. 
The ſecond. Paſſage of my Letter found Fault with by the 
Presbytery, which they ſay gives Occaſion to their fourth 
Queſtion, is my Anſwer to the firſt Report, which is this. 1 
< ſhall begin with that, Chriſtus non eft ſummus Deus, and when 
c J had read in Pictet, Chriſtus eſt ſummus Deus, I ſaid it 
<© was to be underſtood cum grano ſalis, tho 1 do not re- 
< member that I then uſed this Expreſſion, yet I think it is 


c probable I might, becauſe I often uſe it on the like Occa - · 
<< ſion, namely, When a Term is not to be taken in the grear- | 
< eſt Latitude, wherein it is uſed in ſome Authors. Vet, 1 

de remember I ſaid, if the Words, ſammus Deus, were taken 

ce in ſuch a Latitude, as to include the Father's perſonal Pro- 
te perty, as they are by om Authors, they could not in that 
| of the Son; but if meant of Chriſt's | 
being Creator and Sgyereign Governor of the World, or of |] 


cc Senſe be truly affirme 


< the Eſſential Perfections that are common to the Father 
cs and the Son; Then they would truly agree to him; and told 
© them, that Pictet manifeſtly took them in this Senſe, accord- 
“ ing to which all his Arguments were concluſive. + 
The Presbytery miſtake the Meaning of the firſt Part of my 
Anſwer to this Report, and give it a quite other Meaning, 


than I had at Writing it, or yet have of it, and which | 


think my Words will not bear. They expreſs it in Words of 
their own, thus, © The Letter tells us, tis probable the Pro- 


ce feſſor might have ſaid, the Title ſummus Deus is to be 


ce taken cum grano ſulis, when applied to the Son.” 
Whereas I only ſay, „Tis probable I might Then, (or on 

ce that Occaſion) have uſed the Expreſſion cum grano ſalts, be- 

©« cauſe I often uſe it on the like Occaſion.” So what I own 


tis probable I might have ſaid, amounts to this, The Words | 


ſammus Deus, when applied to the Perſons of the Bleſſed Tri- 


nity, 
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#ity, are to be taken cum gran. 11 ; that is, Authors do not 
aa uſe them preciſely in the ſame Senſe or Latitude of 
Meaning; ſome taking them to include only the Eſſential Per- 
fections of the Divine Nature, that are eommon to all the Per- 
ſons of the Godhead, which is their uſual Meaning in our Sy- 
ſtems, wherein alſo Piet here takes them; but they are ſome - 
times taken in a larger Senſe by ſome Authors, ſo as not only to 
include the Eſſential Perfections, but likewiſe the Father's per- 


ſonal Property; but I do not 3 theſe Words may be 
rightly taken in this Senſe, as the Presbytery's Words may be 


under ſtood: Then I add, „When the Words ſummus Deus 


| < are taken in this Senſe, they cannot be truly affirmed of the 
| © Son,” which is all one with this, it cannot be truly affirmed 


© of the Son, That he ir of none, neither begotten nor proceeds 
ing, and begets the Father, tho' it be expreſſed in other Words; 
therefore, altho* the Presbytery may be diſpleaſed with the 


Authors, who take the Words 2 Deus in this Senſe, yet 


they have no Reaſon fo be diſpleaſed with me, for telling the 


Students, that ſome Authors took them ſo; and that in that 
Senſe they eould not be truly affirmed of the Son: Which Cau- 


tion is the more needful to the Students, becauſe theſe Words 


are taken in a Senſe peculiar to the Father, not only by the 


Adyerfaries of the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, but likewiſe 


by ſome of the moſt ⁊ealous and able Defenders of it, both 


ancient and modern; the laſt of whom call the Father ſummus 
Deus, by Way of Eminence, on Account of his being of none, 
and the Fountain of the Dezty, eſpecially when they are anſwers 
ing ſome Objections of Adverſaries, notwithſtanding of which 
they were as far as any in the Presbytery from thinking or 
teaching, that tbe Father was a different God from the Son, or 
that the Father was à higher, and the Son a lower God; but 
on the contrary, they maintained, that the Son was one God 
with the Father; which I ſhould have proved from their Writ- 


Fag. had the Presbytery called in Queſtion the Truth of the 
Lack. | | | | 


Now having removed the Presbytery's Miſtake, and made 


it appear, that the Words ſummus Deus, when taken to in» 


clude in their Meaning the Father's perſonal Property, cannot 
in that Senſe be truly affirmed of the Son, without a manifeſs 
Contradition to the expreſs Words of our Confeſſion, Chap. II. 
Seck. 2d. and to the Scriptures cited for proying that Article. 
I hope the Presbytery will be ſatisfied, that there is nothing 


in that Paſſage of my Letter contrary to our Confeſſion, Chap. 


VIII. Se. 24. and Larger Catechiſm, Anſwer to Queſtion gth, 
or to the Scriptures cited for proving theſe Articles here refer- 
red to by the Presbytery (and will come to be conſidered aſter- 
wards) which *tis plain it cannot be, unleſs the Doctrine of 
eur Confeſſion, Chap. II. 3d. be contrary to them, in which 


Doctrine 


£53 


= . 

Doctrine, Thope the Presbytery and I are agreed: And there: 
fore, I have no Occaſion to conſider their fol wing Reaſo lings, 
ſeeing they conclude nothing 0 inſt this Paſſage of my Letter, 
when rightly underſtood; and which gives no Occaſion for 
their Fourth Queſtion. . 3 4 en 1 5 
The Third Paſſage of my Letter, againſt which the Presby- 
tery object, is my Anſvwer to that Report, Chriſtus non eſt ens 


neceſſarium. The whole Paſſage is as follows, « As to that 


* Report, Chriſtus non eſt ens neceſſalium, there being no 
ce Mention thereof eicher in the Holy Scriptures, or in our 
« Confeffion of Faith, or in the Syſtem I teach, it never came 
cc in my Thoughts to mention it, either in Teaching or Preach- 
ce ing ; as little did L mention in teaching the Word Indepen- 
<< dens for the ſame Reaſon; but upon a Student's propound ing 

an Objection, wherein he mentioned the Words Dependent 
and Independent, I anſwered, That the Words Dependent 
and Independent, Co-ordinate and Subordinate were never in 
Scripture or our Confeſſion of Faith, applied to the perſonal 
Properties and Relations of the Divine Perſons, nor could 
wie ſafely and 1 apply them ſo, becauſe they are 

ordinarily uſed with Reſpect to Creatures, in a Senſe not 
applicable to the Perſons of the Glorious Godhead; yet all 
arè agreed, That if the Words Independent and Neceſſarily- ex- 
iftent be taken in a Senſe that ineludes the Perſonal Property 
of the Father, they cannot be applied to the Son; but if ſaid 


2 2 2 2 3333328 


« of him in any Senſe, conſiſtent with the perſonal Proper- 
« ties of the Father and the Son, they will no doubt agree to 


cc him.“ b : 


- The Presbytery's Firſt Obje&ion againſt this Paſſage, is on 
their Firſt Queſtion, where they ſay, The Second Part of the | 
S eke e that there is no Mention in Scripture, or our | 
Confeſſion, of Chriſt his being Ens neceſſarium, nor yet Indepen- | 
dent, which ſeems to ſay, That the Neceſſary-exiſtence of the | 
don of God, and his Independency are no Part of the Profeſſor's | 


Fait 


This Obje&ion I think ariſes from a Miſtake of my Mean- ; 


ing, as if I had ſaid, That Chriſt's being Neceſſarily-exiſtent or 


Independent were neither expreſly taught in Scripture, nor our | 
Confeſſion, nor could by juſt Conſequence be deduced therefrom; | 
whereas I am there fpeaking of Words mentioned, or expreſly | 
uſed in Scripture, or our Confeſſion, of which I hope the 
Presbytery will be ſatisfied by obſerving, that thro? that whole | 
Paſſage I am ſpeaking of Words that are mentioned or expreſ- | 
ſed in Scripture, or our Confeſſion, or in the Syſtem I teach on | 
The Subject of the Trinity, viz. Pictet's Latin Compend. Now | 
to mention Words plainly ſignifies to uſe or expreſs them, as in 
| Chat Part of this J aſſage; But upon a Student's propcunding an | 
Objection, wherein he mentioned the Words, &c. And in the | 


Cloſe 
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f 8 diſtinguiſhed from all falſe 


| SE hb 

Cloſe BF the Paſſage, f 10 1 4 3 and Neceſſa- 
rily-exiſtent he talen in a Senſe, &c. So the neceſſary Meaning 

of what I ſay amounts to this ; it is not mentioned or exprefly 

ſaid in Scripture, or our Confeſſion of Faith, or in the Syſtem 1 
teach, That Chriſt is a Neceſſary Being, or Neceſſarily-exiſtent 
or Independent of his Father, or Chriſtus eſt ens neceſſarium, 
& independens a Patre, which muſt be the Meaning of this 
Word Independent in this Place; for I ſuppoſe the Presbytery 
make no Obje&ion againſt my Letter concerning the Son's In- 
dependency on the ew SE which it owns were all created 
by him and for him, and therefore do all depend on him as 

their Creator and Sovereign Lord, Yet the Presbytery's men- 
tioning the Son's Independency, without Reſtriction, might lead 


an unwary Reader or Hearer to think, that it ſeemed Chrift's 


Independency on the Creatures was no Part of my Faith, which 
I am perſuaded they do not intend. n. 
Now had the Reverend Presbytery taken Notice of what 
I have now ſhewed to be the neceſſary Meaning of my Words, 
I am confident they would not have alledged, that his ſeems 
to ſay, That the Neceſſary-exiſtence of the Son of God and his 
1 ag 4 are no Part of the Profeſſor's Faith, becauſe for 
the fame Reaſon it will equally ſeem, chat the, Nece ſſary-exi- 
ſtence of the Son of God and his Independency, are no Part of 
the Faith of the Prophets and Apoſtles, nor of the Aﬀembly of 
Divines, who. compoſed our Confeſſion of Faith, nor of the 


Church of Scotland, who received it as the Confeſſion of her 
Faith; it being certain, that theſe Expreſſions or Propoſitions 
are not mentioned, either in the Holy Scriptures, or our Con- 


feſſion of Faith, the Truth whereof is confirmed by the Presby- 
tery's not producing them. Inſtead of which, they refer to 
Confeſſion, Cap. II. Se#. 1. and 3. and Larger Catechiſm, An- 
ſwer to Queſt. 9. and to the Seriptures eited for proving theſe 
Articles; in none of which thele Words or Propoſitions are 
mentioned or expreſſed, but other Words from which the Pres- 
bytery do by Reaſoning infer their Coneluſion. Now my 


Letter doth plainly own and maintain the ſame Truths that 


are expreſt in the Paſſages of our Confeſſion and Catechiſms 
referred to by the Presbytery, which will appear by compar- 
ing them as follows. a e A es OH wat 


Confeſſion and Catechiſm. 

There is but one only Iiv- 
ing and true God ;; in the U- 
nity of the Godhead there be 
Three Perſons of. one Sub- 

ſtance, &c. There be Three 

. Perſons in the Godhead, the 
Father, the Son and the Holy 
Ghoft, 


Tetter. Ty 
cc The Scripture Character of 
ce the true God, whereby he is 


6 


« Gods whatſoever (is) by be- 

cc ing the Creator of the World, - 

«© The abſolute Lord. And the 

Supreme Goyernour, —- 2 5 
| 2 


Eboft, and theſe Three are one Apoſtle John having ſaid, That d 
7 Eternal "$1 the ſame © the Word A, Gn Ws God! nt 
in Subſtance, equal in Power © proves the Truth of it by the 

nd Glory, and diſtinguiſhed © fame Argument uſed by NM, || © 
by their perſonal Properties. * ſes, to preve that the God || th 
e A, . of Iſrael was the true God, 
« namely, That all Things were made by him. And I proved | © 
ce that there is and ean be but one God, both according te the 
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<« Light of Nature and Revelation; but yet (according to I} di 
4e what is well taught in the 3d Seck. of the ſaid 2d Cap. of {i 
„ Confeion) thit in the Unity of the Godhead, there be ci 
. < Three Perſons of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity, God 
de the Father, Cc. who are diſtinguiſhed by their perſonal Pro- of 
ce pertzes therein mentioned, the Nature and Incommunicable- ti 
<< neſs of which do 1 the real Diſtinction of the C 
« Perſons and the Oneneſꝭ of their God head — That the Son th 
tc and Holy Ghoſt, tho' diſtin& Perſons from the Father, and yi 
c each of them God, yet they could not be different Gods a 
ce from him.— And this Doctrine being diſcovered to us in pe 
ce the Holy Scripture: alone, and well ſumméd up in the zd m 
« Sef. of the ſaid 2d Cap. of our Confeſſion, ard in Larger P 
ce Catechiſm, . 9, 10, 11. I took all poſſible Care to keep tl 
© eloſe by the Ex; reſſions uſed in Scripture and our Confeſ- & 
de ſion, being ſenſible of the Danger of eſſaying to be wiſe a- 
ec bove what is written, in teaching a Doctrine ſo fax above 
4 our Comprehenſion, and which we can know nothing of bj 
By which I hope 
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the Presbytery will be ſatisfied, that my J< 
Letter contains all theſe Truths, that are taught in the Places 
of our Confeſſion and Catechiſm referred to; and the Scriptures 1 “ 
cited for proving theſe Articles prove the ſame Truths mentio- 
ned in my Letter : And therefore they might as juſtly have in- 
ferred their Concluſion from theſe Paſſages in my Letter, as from | 
theſe of our Confeſſion and Catechiſm referred to. Seeing then P 
the Presbytery and I are agreed about the Truths mentioned |} ol 
an the Word of God and our Confeſſion,” from which they make I 
their Inferences, I am not concerned to examine, whether their g. 
Inferences be right or wrong, becauſe they ean conclude nothing en 
againſt me, more than againſt the Truths mentioned in Script: pe 
ture, Confeſſion and Catechiſms referred to; and on the other 51 
hand, they have no Reaſon 4 ask of me their firſt Queſtion, 
more than of the Aſſembly of Divines, who framed our Con- 
eſſion, were they now alive, or any other Miniſter of this 
EOF LF 6. af * td 43 „ 
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8 Kiel, 2. A ſecond Objection againſt the ſame Paſſage of my 
Ui Letter, which the Presbytery give as the Occaſion of their ſe- 
1 cond Queſtion, is only a Repetition of the former, with this Ad- 

%% CCC ² TE 40 5am £0r1979 X29.» iden 


s 


N 1 * 
1 N 4 
"lt 


eite 


i 1 29 ) 
dition, That the Profeſſor never mentioned Chriſt's being ens 
neceſſarium, either in Teaching or Preaching. | 
In Anſwer to which, I need only refer to my Anſwer to their 
former Objection, and apply their Miſtake of my Meaning ta 
theſe other Words of mine, which they now eite, namely, 
<< That I never mentioned (or exprefled) either in teaching ar 
«preaching theſe Words, Chriſtus eſt ens neceſſarium, or, Chriſt 
«© i @ neceſſary Being; which is true I never did, becauſe I 
do not read them, either in the Holy Scriptures or our Confeſ- 
fron 4 Faith, according to that Paſſage of my Letter juſt now 
: - © I toak all p6flible Care to keep cloſs by the Expreſſt- 
« ons uſed in Scripture and our Confeſſion; and the Paſſages 
| of our Confeſſion, referred to by the Presbytery, do not men- 
tion theſe Words, but -others, from whence they infer their 
Concluſion ; yet theſe Words of Scripture, our Confeſſion, and 
the Truths taught by them, | have always owaed, and do 
yearly mention them in teaching, as I have often in preaching, 
and they are plainly contained or owned in my Letter, as ap- 
pears by the Paſſages of it and our Confeſſion, Cc. collated in 
my Anſyer to the former Objection, to which I ſhall add theſe 
Paſlages referred to by the Presbytery on this Queſtion, and 
the parallel Places of my Letter. ' 5 


Confeſſn. © | Zetter. e 
*The Son is very - The former Citations declare the Son 


f * and eternal God, the to be true God, which ſignifies the ſame 
“ true God is infinite as very God. To which 1 add, The Sen 


% in Being, and Per- hath Life in himſelf, as well as the 


e fetion——;mmu- Fatber, namely. he is Infinite, Eternal, 
„ 


. . and Unchangeable in his Miſdom, Power, 
Holineſs, Juſtice, Goodneſs, &. 


From this and the forecited Paſſages of my Letter, the 
Presbytery may as juſtly infer their Concluſion,” as from thoſe 
of the Confeſhon they refer to; but they have not obſeryed, 
That in the End of the ſame Paſſage of my Letter objected a- 


gainſt, I fay further, If the Words independent and Neceſſarily- 


exiſtent be taken in any Senſe conſiſtent with the perſonal Pro- 
perties of the Father end the Sou, they will no doubt agree to 
bim, to wit, the Son. 1 

And if I adhere to the Doctrine of Seripture and our Confeſ- 
non, Cap. II. Sect. 3d. I muſt maintain that theſe Terms, when 
taken in a Senſe inconſiſtent with the perſonal Properties of the 


Father and the Son, cannot be applied to the Son; and I ſhall 


not ſuſpect, that the Presbytery will ſay, That the Son is Ne- 


¶ęceſſarily exiſtent and Independent, in a Senſe inconſiſtent with the 


perſonal Properties of the Father and of the Son ; or that they 
wil arm, That the Son 7s of None, neither begotten nor my 
v dg. I . . — - nf . Ds * . ceed- 


_ 


I hope they will never. do: Until then I ſhall believe, that they 
and Lare agreed, that the Son is Neceſſarily-exiſtent and Inde- 


pendent, in a Senſe conſiſtent with the Father's being of None, 
neither begotten nor proceeding, and with the Son's being eter- 
nally begotten of the Father. I am alſo humbly of Opinion, hat 
I may teach and preach the whole Council of God revealed in | 


his Word, concerning this ſublime and important SubjeR, in 
the Words of Scripture and of our Confeſſion of Faith, which 
are douhtleſs the fafeſt and fitteſt, without uſing theſe ambigu- 
ous Terms of Art, which are apter to engender Strife, than to 
increaſe our Knowledge and Love of God, and of one another; 


for which, and other Reaſons, I never uſed them my ſelf in 
preaching, nor, to my Remembrance, did I eyer hear them | 


_uſed by any other Miniſter in preaching. 

From all which it is manifeſt, That by removing the Presby- 
tery's Miſtake of my Meaning, and collating the Paſſages of my 
Letter, with theſe of our Confeſhon referred to, there is an exact 
Agreement betwixt the Confeſſion and the Letter, and conſe- 
quently no Occaſion given to ask of me their ſecond Queſtion, 
more than of the Compilers of eur Confeſſion, were they alive, 
and fitting at Glaſgow. | 
A 3d Gbjed. the Presbytery make againſt the ſame Paſlage 


— 


< is pleaded for by the known Ad verſaries of the Truth. 
To which I anſwer, 1ſf. That I gave the Students as ſuffici- 


ent Caution againft theſe Errors as our Confeſſion of Faith and 
Catechiſms do, by teaching and confirming the Truth of the 


Doctrine contained in all theſe Paſſages referred to by the 


Presbytery, as my Letter alſo narrates; yea as full y guardedp 
the Students againſt theſe Errors, as Profeſſor Pictet does, whoſp 
mentions not theſe Terms in teaching the Doctrine of the Tri 
nity, nor are they mentioned in the Holy Scripture, or our Con- 


on of Faith or Catechiſms. | 
2dly, Tis plain by comparing the ſeyeral Branches of the 
rine of the Holy Trinity, mentioned in my Letter, that | 
gave the Students ſufficient Caution againſt the Dependence and 


Zulerdination pleaded for by the Adverfaries of the Truth; but 
de ing ſenſible, I may omit ſeyeral Things neceſſary both for the 


Stu- 
% 


3 A . c 
e and begets the Father, in what Words ſoever this 
eaning may be wrapt up, unleſs they declare it plainly, which 


of my Letter, is upon their 6th Leſt. Where they blame me 
for not mentioning in teaching © The Word Independent, and 
< that it was upon a Student's propoſing an Objection, Where 
cc in he mentioned the Words Dependent and Independent, 
& that I ſpake of the Words Dependent and Independent, Co- 
« ordinate and Subordinate ; and they want to know, why I. 
cc d id not at leaſt take ſo much Notice of theſe Terms, as tof 
< guard the Students againſt that Dependence of the Son, and. 
« his Subordination, as to his Divinity, to the Father, which 


| „ . 
g Caution and Ius, I always allowed them to 

J propol&any Difficulties that occur to them, and then end eavour 
ch to ſatisfie them as oy as I can, which, in the preſent Caſe, I 
think I have done ſufhciently, by telling them, as I ſay in my 
14. Letter, That the Words Dependent and Independent, Co-ordi- 

„ vate aud Subordinate, are never in Scripture, or our Confe 

ar. Faith, applyed to the perſonal Properties and Relatiens of the Di- 
nat dine Perſons, nor could we ſafely and pertinently apply them ſo, be- 
cauſe they are ordinarly uſed with eſpe to Creatures, in a Senſe 
in Lot applicable to the Perſons of the Glorious Godhead, By which 
ich the Students might eafily perceive, when any Author ſays, 
u- || the Son is Dependent upon, or Subordinate to the Father, that 

>” | he does not uſe Seriptural, or ſuteable, or ſafe Terms: And 
er; ven when they obſerve ſuch an Author means no more by theſe 
Fin] Words, than that the Son is eternally begotten of the Father z 
on | tho* by taking theſe Words in this limited Senſe, he teaches the 
Truth, yet he expreſſes it in very ambiguous and unſafe Words, 
by- that are apt to be miſtaken 3 and when the Students find Au- 
my] fhors _ theſe Words in a larger Senſe, that is inconſiſtent 
bop 4 with the eſſential Perfections and true Divinity of the only be- 
nſe- þ gotten Son of God, they may eaſily diſcern, that they teach 
ion. Error. By all which I hope the Presbytery will be ſatisfied, 
that I gave the Students ſufficient Caution againſt theſe Errors. 
F 4th Paſſege, The laſt Paſſage of my Letter, wherewith the 
lage] Presbytery ſeem to find Fault, and give as the Occaſion of 
6 Le e their 5th Dos is this. As to the Text Jobn xvii. 3. where 
ang | © our Lord, praying to his Father, calls him che only True 
* God. When that Phraſe only True God is taken in a Senſe 
dent. © Chat includes the Father's perſonal Property, it cannot in that 
„ Senſe be applied to the Son, but only to the Father; in 
he ii « which Senſe it was taken by many of the Ancients, ſuch as 
Y "| «< Athanaſius and others, who were the moſt zealous Oppoſers, 
© both of the Arian and Sabellzan Hereſies, as it is allo by 
hich 6 Biſhop Pearſon in the forecited Place, and by Biſhop Bull 
ien in ſeveral Places of his Defenſio ſidei Nicenæ, and by other 
ffici- ” 3 Divines.” _ | 85 
ow this Paſſage plainly contains theſe two Things; the 
F the One, That Athanaſias and others, who were the moſt zeal- 
«© ous Oppoſers of the Arian and Sabellian Hereſies, as like- 
dedl « wiſe Biſhops Pearſ:n and Bull, and other approved Di- 
irded dc vines, took theſe Words in a Senſe that included the Father's 
1 | © perſonal Property,” which they did, in calling the Father, 
by Way of Eminence, The only True God, or the One cr only 
Con- God, becauſe he only is of None, neither Begotten nor Pro- 
© the ceeding, and is the Fountain of the Deity; that is, he begets 
Yr UE the Son, and from him proceeds the Holy Gbeſt: Which Senſe 
| Words theſe Authors were ſo far from thinking, did ex- 
e the Son from being True God, that ſome of them uſed it 
28 
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this 


as an Argument to prove he was True God; according to 
which Opinion the Father is called in the Nicen and offer Ca- 


tholick Creeds, The one God Almighty, and the Son God of God, 
and True God of True God; yet not a different God from the 


Father, but the ſame True God with him, tho' a Perſon” di- 
Ntin& from him; as is manifeſt by the incommunicable perſona} 
Properties of the Father and the sos. 
J he other Thing in that Paffage of my Letter is, „ That 
ce when that Phraſe, The. only Trae God is taken in a Senſe that 
cc includes the Father's perſonal Property, it cannot in that 


Senſe be applied to the Son, but ohly to the Father. 


Now as the Presbytery do not call in Queſtion the Truth of 
the Fact related, ſo neither do they blame my ſay ing, theſe 
Words cannot in that Senſe be applied to the Son, but only to 
the Father; unleſs their citing them, as the Ground of their 
zth Queſtion, be a finding Fault with them; but I ſkall not 
be ſo uncharitable, as te think they blame me for this, until 
they do it expreſly ; becauſe it would be in Effect to- ſay, tho 
in other Words, The Son zs of None, neither Begotten ner Pro- 
ceeding; which manifeſtly contradicts the expreſs Doctrine of 
the Holy Scripture, and of our Confeſſion, Cap. Il. Set, 3. 
which teaches, That the Son is begotten of the Father. And I 
hope the Presbytery and I are agreed, that the Doctrine of 


our Confeſſion, Cap. VIII. Sect. 2. and Larger Catechiſm, An-] 
ſwer to Leſt. gth, and the Scriptures cited for proving theſe | 


Articles referred to by the Presbytery, are not contrary unto, 


but do very well agree with the Doctrine of our Confeſſion, Cap. 
II. Sect. 3. and the Scriptures cited for proving it; wherefore | 
J hope the Presbytery will upon Reflection be ſatisfied, that 

Paſſage of my Letter gave no Occaſion for their 5th Queſt. | 
ſeeing they neither do nor can juſtly find Fault with any 


Thing in it. | 


Thus I have anſwered what the Presbytery ſeem'd to find] 
Fault with, or object againſt in theſe Paſſages of my Letter, 
which they have pointed out to me: I have removed the 
Miſtakes of my Meaning, on which their Obje&ions were 


founded, and have ſhewed, that if when theſe Paſſages are 


taken, according to the true Import of my Words, they contain] 
the Doctrine that is expreſly taught in our :Confeſſion of Faith, 
Cap. Il. Sed. 3. concerning the Three Perſons of the God bead, 
and their perſonal Properties, by which they are diſtinguiſh-F 

5 therefore muſt be incommunicable, whereof IF 


ed; whic 
gave an Example in the perſonal Property of the Father, which 


I ſay cannot be truly affirmed of the Son, by whatever Words 
bg the Reverend! 
Presbytery and I are fully agreed; after which there can remain] 
no juſt Ground of Difference from the Paſſages of my Letter, 
mentioned in their References, they being only ſo 2 In- 
| ances 


or Expreſſions it be done, In all which I 


ftant® of different. Words or F3 £9 „ by which the Father's 
being of None, neither Begotten nor Proceeding, and be- 
getting the Son, either actually have been or may be meant by 
{ome Authors, whether the Words be uſed right or wrong; in 
which Senſe alone I ſay theſe Words or Expreſſions cannot he 
truly affirmed. of the Son, as will appear by this ſhart View 
of them. | „„ : 
1. The Word Self-exiſtent is taken by many Authors, to ſig- 
nify being of None, in which Senſe . it cannot be truly ſaid the 
Son is Self,exiſtent, it being the ſame as to ſay, he is not he- 
gotten of the Father. ; 25 e HY 
2. The Words ſammus Deus are ſometimes taken to in- 


clude in their Meaning, or ſignify being of None, and begetting 


te Son; in which Senſe they cannot be affirmed of the Son, 
becauſe it would be to ſay, in other Words, The Son is of None, 

he is not begotten of the Father, but begets the Father. 
3. The Words Neceſſarily-exiſtent and Independent of the 
Father, are ambiguous Terms of Art, uſed in very different 
Meanings, and are never affirmed of the Perſon of the Son of 
God, either in the Holy Scriptures, or in our Confeſſion or 
Catechiſms, or in the Syſtem I teach on the Subje& of the 
Trinity: Wherefore I may — forbear the Uſe of them, 


both in teaching and preaching; and yet the Neceſſary-exiſtence 
of the Son of God and his Independence be as much a Part of 


my Faith, as of the Faith of the Prophets and Apoſtles, and 
of the Divines who fram'd our Confeſſion and Catechiſms, and 
of Profeſſor Pictet and others, who do not uſe theſe Terms 
more than I do; nevertheleſs when theſe Words are taken in 
a Senſe conſiſtent with the Father's being of None, and beget- 
ting the Son,. and with the Son's being eternally begotten of 
the Father, they will no Doubt agree to the Son, tho' they can- 


not be truly affirmed of him, when their Meaning is to be of 


None, neither Begotten nor Proceeding. | 
4. That Title, Only true God, hath been taken by many fa- 


maus Chriſtian Writers, who were zealous Defenders of the 


Doctrine of the Trinity, to ſignify or imply the Father's being 
of None, and his being the Fountain of the Deity, or the 7 
of the other Two Perſons, (as Mr. Fincent expreſſes in his 


that Title to the Father by way of Eminence, yet ſo as not to 
exclude the Son and Holy Ghoſt from being True God; where 


fore this Title, taken in this Senſe, cannot be applied to the Son, 


but only to the Father; becauſe it would be to ſay, in other 
Words, The Son is of None, neither begotten nor proceeding, and 
is the Fountain or Origin of the Father and Holy Ghoſt. 


3 rom the Whole, 1 hope the Reverend Presbytery will be 


ſatisſied, that my Letter, according to the true Meaning of it, 
now laid beferc them, docs N coiitain the expreſs Donne 
e | taught 


plication of our Leſſer Cate chiſm) in which Senſe they applied 


— in our Confeſſion of Ls ie SO the Holy Trinity, 
with the Addition of ſome Cautions to the >tudents, that may 
be of Uſe to them in reading the Writings both of ancient and 
modern Authors on that important Subject, whether they be 
Friends or Adverſaries of the Truth. ' | : 
To which I need only add, That my Letter, containing a full | 
and an ingenuous Account of what I taught laſt Winter, Cons | 
verning that incomprehenſible yet neceſſary No@rine, when I was | 
brought very low by long and fore Affliction of Body; I hope 
they will be alſo ſatisfie d, That the Reports ſpread abroad, of 
my having taught Error on that Subject, are groundieſs, falſe 
and injurious. ß. ee e : 


Heſe Anſwers to the References were given in by Profeſ. 
ſor Simon to the Presbytery of Glaſgow, January 5th, 
1727. and they referred them to their next Meeting, January 
18. at which Time they judged, that they did not anſwer any 
of the Presbytery's e except the 6th. And January 
19. they referred the further Conſideration of them to the con- 
jan& Meeting of the Committee of the Aﬀembly and Presby- 
tery, which did meet March 15. e e ee 
March 16. The Committee and n That theſe 
Anſwers had not removed the Suſpicion of the Proteſſor's Un- 
ſoundneſs in his Teaching upon the Head of the Trinity: And 
agreed, that the next Meeting he be called to be preſent to an- 
ſwer the Queries. And March 17. He being ſtill unable to 
wait on them, but ſending an Excuſe, which was ſuſtained, | 
ce they agreed on the Articles of a Libel from the Precognition, 
cc and appointed the Presbytery to proſecute the ſame, and to | 
cc call Mr. Simſon before them, and to require him to give di- 
cc rect, plain and expreſs Anſwers to the Queſtions. And the | 
Committee adviſed the Presbytery, by the Power committed | 
ce to them by the Aſſembly, to ſuſpend him, if he refuſed to 
«© anſwer, or if by his Anſwers it appear to them unſafe that he | 
ce ſhould teach or preach : And if by his Refuſal to anſwer, or 
« by giving ſuch Anſwers as are diſſatisfying, and that there- 
ce from further Ground of a Libel ariſe, that they add to the 
« ſaid Libel, as they ſhall ſee Cauſe. . 5 | 
The Presbytery met March 22. to which Mr. Simſon ſent the 
following Repreſentation ; and the Conſideration of it being de- 
layed till the 2gth of March, it was then again given in te the 
Presbytery. W | 
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REPRESENTATION to the Prely- 


tery of Glaſgow, by Mr. Jo HN STusON, 
Profeſſor of Divinity in the College of Glaſ- 
. gow, March 29. 1727. _ 
TT was a vers great Diſadvantage to me, that thro? the af- 
fliting Hand of God, (whoſe holy Providence I reverence) 
was hindered from waiting on the Meeting of the Reverend 
Committee and Presbytery laſt Week, when they were Judging 


of my Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, againſt which 
ſeveral Objections were made, which I might eafily have remo- 


ved, had 1 been preſent, and probably have ſatisfied both the 


Committee and Presbytery, that there was no Juſt Reaſon to 


inſiſt upon the Queſtions formerly propoſed to me: Eſpecially 
ſeeing they haye thought fit to draw up a Libel againſt me 
from the Precognition taken by examining the Students; in 
which the Presbytery can eaſily inſert any Thing that appears 

to them erroneous, or a juſt Ground of Suſpicion from any 
Thing contained in my Letter, writ to them March laſt Year, 
or in my Anſwers to their References; which Tetter and An- 
ſwers were ſincerely meant by me, to give ſuch Satisfaction to 

my Reverend Brethren, as, I hoped, would be accepted by 


them; which I had the greater Reaſon to expect, becauſe,” tho? 


my Letter has lien before them more than a Lear, they have 
not judged any Propoſition in it contrary to Scripture, our 
Confeſſion of Faith or Catechiſms. By which I am led to 
think, that we are truly agreed in the Subſtance of the Doctrine, 
of accounting for it, or uling the 


If this be all, I think, we. ought to forgive and forbear one 
another in Love, which 1 humbly conceive we are the more 
called to do, from what I have obſerved in my ſmall Compaſs 
of Reading, and other Members of the Presbytery may have 
ſeen more of it; namely, That all who have eſſayed to be wite 
above what is written, in Teaching and Explaining the Doctrine 
of the Holy Trinity, by advancing Hypotheſes not revealed in 
the Word of God, (from which alone we learn any Thing ef 
this glorious Myſtery) and uſing Terms of human Art, calcu- 
lated for explaining the Nature of Creatures, and their Diſtin- 
&ion and Oneneſs, have thereby led themſelves and their Follow- 
ers into manifeſt Contradictions, or inextricable Difficulties, 
whence have ariſen bitter K 2 pernicious DI, yea 

BEA | 2 | ce 


3 1 A 
Aanmable Herefies among the Profeffors ef Chriſtianity, xen 
*fuch of them as were endued with the greateſt Meaſure of A- | 
cuteneſs and Learning. | | | 
A notable Inſtanee hereof is contained in the Hiſtory of the 
* ancient Church, concerning the Sabellian and Arias Hereſies, 
both of which aroſe from different Hypatheſes, made Uſe of ta 
explain and anſwer the Difficulty of there being but one God, 
and yet three Divine Perſons. The Arian chooſing to depreſs ' 
the Son and Holy Ghoſt into the Rank of Creatures, tho” glo- 
rious and highly dignified above all the reſt, and fo to be very 
improperly called God: On the other Hand, the. Sabellzeps 
being convinced, from many Paſſages of Scriptyre, that ſuch 

Names, Attributes, Works and Worſhip, as are peculiar to God 

only were aſcribed to the Son and Holy Ghoſt, they made them 

only different Attributes, Modes, Characters, or Names of the 
ſame Divine Perſon, when the Word Perſon is taken in its orr 
_ ainary Meaning, as applied to intelligent Creatures. Only I 
muſt notice, That for many Years after the Riſe of theſe He- 

reſies, there appears to have been no Diſpute wagons them a- 
bout the Holy Ghoſt, but only about the Father and the Son. 

And I muſt freely o, that after all the Hypotheſes, anci- 
ent and modern, that I have had Occaſion to read and conſider, 

I find none of them is ſufficient to explain ſatisfyingly this in- 
com N Myſtery, nor even to leſſen, but rather to in- ow 
hs. the Difficulties that occur in our ſearching into the Man. it 
ner of it; and therefore I cannet but obſerve the gracious Con: tf 

duct of Divine Providence, in guiding theſe who compoſed ; 

the Catholick Creeds in the ancient Church, and pf thoſe who 
compoſed the publick Confeflions of Faith of the Proteſtant 
and Reformed Churches, to expreſs the hrief Sums of their 

Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, very nearly in the Words of the 

Holy Scriptures, and to abſtra& from all the different Hypo- 

theſes that were made uſe of by themſelves, or others of their 

ommunion, for explaining or maintaining the ſaid Doctrine, 

This appears plainly, as in others, ſo in the old Confeſſions of 

or Church of Scotland, and in the Weſtminſter Conteſſion of 

aith, now receiyed by this Church, and ſybſcribed by all its 
 Office-bearers as the Confeſſion of their Faith, and as our 

Rule of Uniformity in Doctrine; in which the Diſtin&ion of the 

Perſons by their incommunicable Properties is affirmed, and 
their Unity and Equality in the Godhead is declared, without 

mentioning any of the Hypotheſes which were as well known 

then to the Framers of our Confeſſion as they are to us now, 
and were made yſe of 40 ſeveral of the Members thereof in their 
articular Treatiſes, wherein they explained and defended that 

important Poctrine. And I know of no new Hereſy that has a- 

fiſen among us fince that Time, the ſome old ones have been 
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ly revealed in e. as to be aceount 


- revive@ in a new Dreſs, which therefore cannot be refuted by 
- uſing of the old School Terms and Hypotheſes. 

The obyious Reaſon of laying aſide all theſe Hypotheſes in the 
ſaid Creeds and Confeſſions of Faith, is, that how uſeful ſoever 
they might think them for explaining that Doctrine, and re- 
moving Difficulties raiſed againſt it, yet = were not {o clear- 


| neceſſary Articles 
of Chriſtian Belief, or Conditions of Chriſtian and Miniſterial 
Communion, it being manifeſt that tho' the Doctrine of the 
Trinity it ſelf be clearly taught in Scripture,” yet the Manner 
of it is keept altogether a Secret, until that Day when Belie- 


vers ſhall know, that Chriſt is in the Father, and the Father in 


him, and when they ſhall know, even as alſo they are known. 
For theſe Reaſons, altho' in former Years I have made uſe 


of different Hypotheſes, that have been ad vanced by ſundry Di- 


vines, of great Eſteem among us; yet having found upon Trial. 
that none of them were ſufficient for removing Difficulties that 
might he, or were urged on all Hands by the Adverſar ies of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, but on the contrary were ready to lead the Stu- 


| dents into ſome dangerous Error or Miſtake, I have ſatisfied 
my ſelf theſe two laſt Years, with only naming to them ſome of 


the moſt celebrated Hypotheſes, both ancient and modern, that 
have been made uſe of by ſuch Authors as are eſteemed ſound 
in the Faith of this Article, and zealous and able Defenders of 
it; and with obſerving the Defe&s and alſo Danger of ſome of 
them, without recommending any of them as certain. 

In Read of all which I have thought it more for the Benefit of 
the Students, and the Intereſt of Truth, to obſerve to them, 
That the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, mult be ſo far diſtinct 
Perſons, as that the incommunicable Properties, Characters and 
Actions aſcribed to them in Holy Scripture, and from thence 


inſerted in our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, muſt truly 


agree to them: And on the other Hand, that they muſt be /o 
One among themſelves, as to be. but one true eternal God, in Op- 
poſition to a Plurality of Gods; of one and the ſame Subſtance, 


Power and Eternity, in ſuch a Way as is conſiſtent with the ſaid 
Diſtinction of their Perſons, in Oppoſition to their being but 


one. Perſon. The Nature and Meaſure of which Oneneſs and 
Diſtinqtion is not revealed in the Word of God, which alone 
teaches us this Doctrine; and *tis probable we have not Facul- 
ies capable of apprehending it. and *tis certain we have ne 

ords fit for expreſſing it; There being no Terms applicable 
hereto, but ſuch as were invented moſtly by Heathens to ex- 
Yreſs the Difference and Oneneſs of created Beings; which 
herefore {till leads our Minds to frame Ideas of the Diſtincti- 
on and Oneneſs of the Divine Perſons, like unto what obtains 


Rmong Creatures, which can not poſſibly agree to the Perſons 


f the Glorious Godhead, and which, I hays obſerved * all 
ges 


Ages, has occaſioned endleſs Dehates and Contenttogs 'about 
it. In uſing this Method 1 follow the Example of ſome famous 
Divines, whoſe Caution and Prudence is more eſteemed for 
laying aſide all Hypotheles in explaining this Myſtery, than 
others are for their Acuteneſs and Learning in adyancing 
them, commonly to little good Purpoſe. 1 
This is a ſpecial Reaſon, beſides theſe mentioned in my Let- 
ter to the Presbytery, and Anſwers to their References, of my 
not uſing ſome of the Terms mentioned in the Presbytery's 
Queſtions, and my mentioning others of them only as Hypothe- 
ſes, and propounding ſome Arguments to ſhew their Probabi- | 
lity, and how far they may be ſafely uſed, and with ſome Ad- 
vantage in dealing with ſome Adyerſaries of this important 
Truth, ſuch as that of one Subſtance in Number, which being 
abſolutely immenſe, in my Opinion, is common. to all the Per- 
{ons of the Trinity, conſiſtently with the foreſaid Diſtinction; 
yet I cannot diſſemble, that when that Phraie, One Subſtance in 
Number, is uſed in the Senſe wherein it is ordinarily applied 
to rational Creatures, or to expreſs the Greek joyoso o, Which | - 
was the Characteriſtick of the Sabellian Hereticks, as Athana- ; 
ſius ſays.expreſly in his Expoſitzo Fidei, it will be inconſiſtent 
with the foreſaid Diſtinction of the Perſons. 3 1 
I am ſurprized to find that many {till entertain Suſpicions, as 
if I did not own the Son of God to be a neceſſary Being, altho' 
J have declared in my Letter and Anſwers, that he is one God 
with the Father, and as the Father hath Life in himſelſ, ſo hath} ; 
he given to the Son to have Life in himſelf, that is, he is Infi- : 
ate, Eternal and Unchangeable in his Being, Wiſdom, Power, « 
Holineſs, Fuftice, Goodneſs, and other Divine Perfections, ; 
manifeſted by his creating and governing the World; which in] if 
my Opinion do ſuftciently prove him to be a Neceſſary-being j 
to any Perſon that has not a Mind to cavil, as it ſatisties me g 
thereof; which Argument does alſo equally prove his Efſeatial- 5 
andependency, Selfrexiftence, and true Godhead, whereby he is c 
oppoſed to all falſe Gods whatſoe ver, as is God the Father, and e 
in that Senſe is, together with him, the Moſt High God, and 
citly true God. All which I doubt not the Presbytery do with / 
me underſtand of the Eſſential Perte&ions of the Divine Na- 
ture that are common to the Divine Perſons, but not as includ-Þþ cc 
ing or meant of their perſonal Properties, as they are ſometimes c 
uſed even by tome of the moſt eminent Friends of the Truth; ih < 
ſuch as theſe, a few Paſſages of whoſe Writings, inſtead of a Þþ « 
great many, I have added at the End. ; 3 c 
To which I need only add, That a chief Reafon of my ac- 
quainting the Students, that theſe and other ſuch Terms are 1 
made ule of by ſome Authors in a peculiar Senſe, exprefling Þ « 
thereby the Father's being of None, neither begotten nor procecd- « 
zu, is to guard them againtt theſe who are the Enemies * 7 
the 
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187. ſays, © It is true there is an 


the Ferre] Deity of the on! 3 Son of God, leſt under 
the Shadow of theſe great Men's Authority, they ſhould en- 
ſnare young People, and draw them into their pernicious Er- 
rors, while they are not aware of the different Uſe that is 
133 theſe Terms by the Friends and Adyerſaries of the 

I hope this may fully anſwer all the Difficulties I have as yet 
heard moved by the Presbytery, and remove even the ſeem- 
zug Grounds of Suſpicion that any Perſon of Knowledge and 
Probity may have conceived of my maintaining or teaching 
Error about ths Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity; and whate- 


| ver Stories may be talked or whiſpered to the contrary of 


what L have written in this and in my Letter to the Presby - 
tery, and Anſwers to their References, I crave and expect, that 
as good Chriſtians, they will believe them to be Falſe and 
Calumnious, till they be found legally proven. | 


Zanchius, Lib. Imo, De Tribus Elochim, Cap. IV. Col, 17. 
Nunc igitar reſtat ut hoc conſirmemus, ©  efſe tres in Calo, 
Patrem, Filium © Spiritum Sanctum, © hog tres eſſe tres res, 
ſea ſubſtantias per ſe ſubſiſtentes, intelligentes, volentes, indi- 
viduas, eoque veras per ſonas. 55 

Par. 2da Lib. V. Cap. V. Col. 540. Patrem vero, fi ali- 
quando ſolus vocatur Deus, fic vocari nat eZoy uv, quia eſt prin- 
cipaliter Deus, fonſque totius Deitatis, itemque notaudum eſt 
in multis hujuſmodi locis, circumſtantias addi, quibus indica- 
trer, quomodo ſolus pater vocatur Deus; nempe, ſolus ingenitus, 
& ſolus @ quo vere omnia: Quia Filius & Spiritus Sanctus ab 
h ſunt, And he proves, both in the proceeding and follow- 
ing Diſcourſe, That tho? the Father be on this Account the one 
or only God, becauſe the Fountain. of the Deity, only unbe- 
gotten, and the Perſon from whom all Things are; yet the 
Son and Holy Ghoſt are not thereby excluded from being True 
God, but included, and gives them the Title of AuToJ;ag, be- 
cauſe they are of one Eſſence with the Father. os 

Next, The learned and honourable Author of the Cr:t:c21 H:- 


ſtory of the Apoſtles Creed, Page 63, 64. © And in particular, 


« this Clauſe of vne-God—was inſerted to require our Belic:, 
5 that there is but one Infinite, Supreme, Beginningleſt, ang 
«©. Eternal God; and that this one God, and none other, was 
the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt; fo that this Expreſſi 
© on of one God, denotes our Faith, that there is but one 7 
i ternal, Independent, Self-exiſtent God. 
Dr. Owen, in his Myſtery of the 7 5 vindicated, & . Pogo 
| in Order, yea a Subordinatio 
« in the Perſons of the Trinity themſelyes, whereby the Son, 
« as to his Perſonality, may be ſaic to depend on the Fa. 
© ther, being begotten ef kim. And Page 277, © God could 
| 10 


Os 0. *, 

ct no Way make the World by Chriſt, but as he was hiSown 
cc Eternal Wiſdom, which exempts him from the Condition of 
cc a Creature; beſides, as it is {aid, that God made the World 
cc hy him, denoting the Subordination of the Son to the Fa- 
cc ther, and his Being his Wiſdom, as he is deſcribed, Prov. 
cc viii. ſo alſo the Word is ſaid to make the World as a prin- 
cc cipal efficient Cauſe himſelf, John i. 3. 


And in his Third Exerc. prefix*d to his Commentary. on the 


71 0 to the Heb. Vol. II. Page 43. in explaining theſe Words 
0 


Prov. viii. 30. ſpoken of Wildom, Then I was with him, as 


ene brought up with him, ſays, And we may enquire in what 
* Senſe this is ſpoken of the Son, with * unto the Fa- 
dc ther. The Foundation of the Alluſion lies in the eternal 
mutual Love that is between the Father and the Son; 
ce thereunto is added the Conſideration of the natural Depen- 
cc dence of the Son on the Father, compared unto the Love of 
cc a Father unto a Son, and the Dependence of a Son en his 
„* Father.“ | 8 | . e TRAN ©» 


And Comment. Vol. I. Pag. 109. © God is ſaid to be the. 
c God of the Son on a threefold Account. I, In reſpect of 


cc his Divine Nature, as he is his Father ſo his God; whence 
c he is ſaid to be God of God, as having his Nature commu- 
cc nicated unto him by virtue of his Eternal Generation.“ 


Ibid. Pag. 53. He (the Son) is in his Perſon diſtin& from 
ct the Father; another, not the Father, but yet the ſame in 


Nature, and this in all glorious Properties and Excellen- 


ce Cies. This Oneneſs in Nature and Diſtin&ion in Perſon, may 


cc be well ſhaddowed out by theſe Expreſſions, He 7s the 


« Brightneſs of his Glory, and the expreſs Image of his Perſon. 


«© The Boldneſs and Curiofity of the Schoolmen and ſome o- 
<< thers, in expreſſing the Way and Manner of the Generation 
cc of the Son, by Similitudes of our Underſtanding, and its 
cc Acts, declaring how he is the Image of the Father, in their 
«« Terms, are intolerable and full of Offence ; nor is the rigid 
<< Impoſition of theſe Words or Terms in this Matter, which 
<< they or others have found out to expreſs it by, of any bet- 
< ter Nature.” 6 | 85 N 
Ard Dr. Owen's Greater Catechiſm, Anſwer to Queſt. III. of 
Tap. 2d. © It is the diſtinguiſhing Property of the Perſon of 
<< the Father to be of himſelf only the 8 of the God- 
c head, John v. 26, 27. Eph. i. 3. Ibid Page 52. He is in his 
Perſon diſtinct from the Father.” 5 | 
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[ Oraſmuchas, . according to the Scriptures and the Ho- 
Krine of this Church, contained in our Confeffion 
ot Faith and Catechiſms founded thereupon, our Bleſſed 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, tlie Second Perſon of the 


moſt Glorious and Adorable Trinity, is Very and Eternal 
God, of one Subſtance, and equal with the Father, and 
that in the Unity of the Godhead, there be Three Perſons of 
one Subſtance, Power and Eternity, God the Father, God the 
Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt, the Father being of None, 
neither begotten nor proceeding, the Son eternally begotten of 
the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt eternally proceeding from the 
Father and the Son; which Three Perſons are One True Eternal 
God, the ſame in Subſtance, equal in Power and Glory, altho' 


_ diſtinguiſhed by their perſonal Properties aforeſaid. LIK RAS, 


by the twelfth Act of the General Aſſembly of this Church, 
held in the Year One thouſand ſeven hundred and ten, all Per- 
ſons are diſcharged to yent any Opinion, contrary to any 


Head or Article of our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms afore- -— 


ſaid, to uſe any Expreſſions in Relation to the Articles of 
Faith, not agreeable to the Form of {ound Words, expreſſed 
in the Word of God, and the ſaid: Confeſſion and Catechiſme, 
which are moſt valuable Pieces of our Reformation. And by 
the ninth Act of the General Aſſembly, held in the Year 
One theuſand ſeven hundred and ſeventeen, You Mr. John 
Simſon, Miniſter of the Goſpel and Profeſſor of Divinity in 
the Univerſity of Glaſgow, are particularly prohihited and. 
diſcharged to uſe ſuch Expreſſions that do bear and are uſed by 
Adverſaries in an unſound Senſe, even tho' you ſhould diſ- 
ewn that unſound Senſe, or to teach, preach, or otherwiſe 
vent Opinions, Propoſitions, or Hypotheſes, pot neceſſary to 

be taught in Divinity, and which give more Occaſion to Strife, 

than to promote Edification: NevzrTHELESS, it is of 


Verity, that you the ſaid Mr. Jahn Simſcn are guilty of Im- 


pugning, or Diſowning and Deny ing the foreſaid Great, Ne- 
ceſſary and Fundamental Truths of the Goſpel, at leaſt of un- 
dermining the ſame, and teaching, and venting, or maintain- 
ing Things inconliſtent therewith, or tending to overturn the 
Belief of the ſaid Bleſſed Truths, or to ſhake the Belief there- 
of, or to inject needleſs and ill-grounded Doubts and Scruples 
in the Minds of Men, and to render Men dark and. uncertain, as 
to what they ought to believe concerning the ſame ; atleaſt you 
have in teaching, er ſpeaking, or writing, uſed ſuch Ex- 
F preſſions 


+ 2 
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preſſions about the Truths atoreſaid, that do bed? and 


are uſed by Adverſaries in an unſound Senſe, or have ven- 
ted ſuch Opinions concerning the ſaid Truths, as are 
not neceſſary to be taught in Divinity, and which give 
more Occaſion to Strife than to promote Edification. In 
SO Far As, You the ſaid Mr. John Simſon, did on one or 
ether of the Days, of one or other of the Months, of one or other 
of the Years One thouſand ſeven hundred and Twenty five, 
One thouſand ſeven hundred and Twenty fix, or of the bypaſt 
Months of the Year One thouſand {even hundred and Twenty 
ſeven, Maintain, Teach or otherwiſe Vent the Opinions, Pro- 

poſitions or Hypotheſes, or in Teaching or Speaking, uſed the 
Expreſſions, and proceeded as aſter mentioned, or uſed other 
Expreſſions or Propoſitions directly, and not by Inference, to 
the ſame Import; to wit, You did alter your teaching Conecer- 

ning the Bleſſed Trinity, and particularly, That whereas you 
formerly uſed to give your Students the following Caution, viz. 
That the Term Perſon, when applied to the Bleſſed Three in 
the Godhead, was not to be taken preciſely in the ſame Senſe, 


as when ſpoken of Creatures, you forebore to give them the 


ſaid Caution; as alſo you have owned and acknowledged, 


that in ſpeaking of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, you uſe not the Terms 


| Veceſſary-exiſtence, nor Independency, and gave this pretended 


Reaſon for it, That they are not mentioned concerning Chrift 


in the Holy Scriptures, or our Confeſſion of Faith, or the Syſtem 


ou teach. And further, In teaching your Scholars you have 


{ajd', That the Independency and Neceſſary-eœiſtence of our Lord 
Teſus Chriſt were Things we knew not; That thefe Terms 
were impertinent, and not to be uſed in talking of the Trini- 
ty; and that they were Ader coo Niceties, we know no- 
thing about, and are ambiguous Terms of Art: And when your 
Students argued, that if the Son was not Independent, he was 
not Neceſſar:ily-exiſtent, and ſo might not have been, and the 
Father might poſſibly have been without him; you anſwered, 
How do you know, or how do we know that'? And yet fur- 
ther, in teaching your Students the Chap. de Creatione, in 


Markii medulla theelogiz chriſtianæ, you ſaid, That his Argu- 


ment againſt the Eternity of the World, viz. That if Eternal, 
it muſt be Neceſſarily-exiſtent, was not good, becauſe Chriſtus 
eft eternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, or non neceſſario exiſtit : 
As alſo, in teaching you gaye it as your own Opinion, and 
the Judgment of the Primitive Fathers, that the Three Per- 

fors of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be eithe Numerical! 
or Specifically ane in Subſtance or Eſſence; but added, They 
were ſo the ſame as to be one Ged in Three Perſons ; but 
gave not any Name to, or attempted to give any Notion of that 
Sameneſs or Oneneſs; nor can there be ary but Numerical One- 
neſs o Subſtance or Effence, conſiſtent with the Conn, 
| | | | WHO 
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who is@ut One in Number, and not more; And you having aſſer - 
ted, That the Three Perſons were all indeed one Ged,and had 
all the ſame Infinite Divine Perfegions, you added, That whe- 
ther the Subject of theſe Perfe&tions was different, was a Me- 
wy {ras Queſtion we need not determine; And you likewiſe 
affirm'd, That in the Trinity there are I hree Intelligent Agents 
or Beings. As alſo you taught, That Deus Pater eſt ante De- 
um Filium. non tempore ſed cauſalitate, and added the follow- 
ing Expreſſion, Ni ſuppenamus Deum non poſſe creare ab eter- 
10; And likewiſe you have taught or vented, That Self-exiſt- 
ence, Neceſſary-exiſtence, Independency, Supreme Deity, and 
the Title of the only true God, may be taken, and were by 
ſome Authors taken in a Senſe that includes the perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Father, and ſo not belonging to the Son; and tho? 
you ſaid, that Neceſſary exiſtence, Independeuey, Supreme Deity, 
and the Title of the only true Ged, might belong to the Son, in 
ſuch Senſe as included not the perſonal Property of the Father; 
yet you told not what that Senſe was, but without doing fo, 
you have inculcated the foreſaid Diſtinction, as a Caution that 
may be neceffary for Students, in reading both ancient and 


modern Authors, whether Friends or Adverſaries to the Truth. 


And further you uſed to affirm, after inſiſting on the foreſaid 
Diſtinction, with reſpect to the Self-exiſtence of the Son, That 
vou would take it as a Piece of uſeful Caution or Inſtruction 
both to you and the Students, it the Presbytery of Glaſgow 


would declare the true Meaning of that Engliſh Term of Art, 


as yau thought fit to call it, when it is to be affirmed of the 
Perſon of the Son; and you ſaid the ſame of the Holy Gheſt. 
All, or any of which, in ſo far as they may reſpectively infer 
all or any of the Errors, or unſound, dangerous and unſafe Ways 
oi Teaching or Expreſſing above-libelled, being found proy'd, 
you the ſaid Mr. Jobn Simſen ought to be proceeded againſt with 

the Cenſures of the Church, according to K. Deinerit and 

Quality of the Offence, which ſhall be prov'd; and that for 


your Inſtruction and juſt Correction, and to prevent the flow- 


ing in, and ſpreading of Error, and to preſerve and maintain 
the Pprfity of the Doctrine of the Goſpel in this Church. | 


At Appointment of the Presbytery , 


this is fign'd by DP a pre LE 
3 18 7 u. OR R Cls, Preſ. 


Glaſoow, March 
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Pe As SAGES of the Confeſſion of Faith, 
and Catechiſm, with the Acts of Aſſemby, 


> 


on which the Libel is founded. 
Confeſſion of Faith, 
FA HAP. II. Se. 3. In the Unity of the Godhead there be 


Tree Perſens, of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity; 
God the Father, God the Son, and Gd the Holy Ghoſt. The 


Father is of none, neither begotten nor proceeding ; The. Son is 
eternally begotten of the Father: The Holy Ghoſt is eternally pro- 
ceeding from the Father and the Son. | 


the Trinity, being very and eternal God, of one Subſtance, and 


equal with the Father, did, &c, 


Larger Catechiſm. 


lead? | . | | | 

Anſw. There be Thres Perſons in the Godhead, the Father, 
tbe Son, and the Holy Ghoſt: And theſe Three are one true eter- 
nal Grd, the ſame in Subſtance, equal in Power and Glory; al- 


. 


though diftinguiſhed by their perſonal Properties. 


ACT'S of the General Aſſembly. 


ACT for preſerving the Parity of Doctrine. 
At Edinburgh the 10th of May, 1710. Sell. 13, 


Doctrine is a ſignal Bleſſing to the Church of Gop, and 

that it hath been the great Happineſs of this Church, 

ever ſince her Reformation from Popery, to have enjoyed and 
maintained the ſame ; And that the avoiding all Expreſſions in 


T General Aſſembly conſidering, that the Purity of 


Matters of Faith, contrary to the Form of found Words, tends 
not a litte to preſerye the ſaid Purity, which is fo defirable 


And it being informed, that in ſome Places, ſome Expreſſions 
are uſed, and Opinions as to ſome Points of Religion yented, 
Waich are not agreeable to our Confeſſion of Faith and Cate- 

ae hoon | chiſing 


H OW many Perſons are there in the God- 
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that it is judged, That therein he hath yented ſome Opinions 


chiſms,gand the known Sentiments of the greateſt Lights, and 
moſt famous Goſpel Miniiters, wherewith this Church hath been 
bletled 3 Therefore the General Aﬀembly does diſcharge all 
Perſons, to vent any Opinions contrary to any Head or Article 
of the {aid Confeſſion and Catechiſms, or uſe any Expreſſions in 
relation to the Articles of Faith, not agreeable to the Form of 
ſound Words, expreſſed in the Word of GOD, and the Confeſ- 
ſion of Faith and Catechiſins of this Church, which are moſt 
valuable Pieces of her R formation: And the General Aftem- 
bly does hereby further Enact, That no Miniſter or Member of 
this Church, preſume to print, or diſperſe in Writ, any Cates 
chiſm, without the Allowance of the Presbytery of the Bounds, 
and of the Commiſſion; And the Presbytery is hereby appoint- 


Jed to lay any ſuch Catechiſm before the Commiſſion ; And the 


General Aﬀembly does enjoin and require Synods and 


Presbyteries, carefully to adyert to the Qbſeryation of this Act, 


and that they notice the Tranſgreſſors thereof. 


ACT for maintaining the Purity of the Da- 
Grin: of this Church, and determining the 


i Simſon. 


- 


Proceſs, Mr. James Webſter againſt Mr. John 


Eo TE Edinburgh, 14th May, 1717, ie 
HE General Aſſembly conſidering, That much of their 
Time has been ſpent upon the Procels purſued by Mr. 


Annes Webſter, one of the Miniſters of Edinburgh, againſt Mr. 


John Fimſon Profeſſor of Divinity in the College ot Glaſgow, 
laid before them by the Report of the Committee for Purity 
of Doctrine; and that they cannot overtake the Whole. by dil- 
cuſling particularly every Article, it being nevertheleſs expe- 
dient and requiſite, That this Affair be brought to ſome if- 
ſue, that may teſtify the Zeal and Concern of this Aﬀembly, 
for the Preſeryation of Truth and Peace in this Church, and 
preventing what may tend to the Hurt and Prejudice there- | 
of; Therefore, altho* Profeffor Simſon does declare his Adhe- 
rence to our Confeſſion of Faith, and Doctrines therein- contain- 
ed as his Judgment, and his diſowning the Errors oppoſite 
thereto, wherewith he was charged; yet conſidering, That 
by his printed Anſwers, and the Letters written by him, to 


the now deceaſt Mr. Robert Rowan, ſometime Miniſter at Pen- 
| 2:22hame, and his Letter to the foreſaid Committee for Puri- 


ty of Doctrine, dated the Fourteenth of April, One thouſand 
ſeyen hundred and ſixteen Years, he hath given Offence, and 
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not neceflary to be taught in Divinity, and that havay given 


more Occaſion to Strife, than to the promoting of Edification, 


That he hath uſed ſome Expreſſions, that bear, and are uſed 
by Adverſaries, in a had and unſound Senſe, tho' he doth 


diſoyn that unſound Senſe 3 And for anſwering more ſatisfying- 
ly (as he ſuppoſeth) the Cavils and Objections of Adverſaries, 
he hath adopted ſome Hypotheſes different from what are 
commonly uſed among Orthodox Divines, that are not evi- 
dently founded on Scripture, and tend to attribute too much 
to natural Reaſon and the Power of corrupt Nature, which 
und ue Adyancement of Reaſon and Nature, is always to the 


Diſparagement of Revelation and efficacious free Grace. The 


General Aſſembly, for the Reaſons above-mentioned, Prohibits, 


and Diſcharges the ſaid Mr. John Simſon to uſe ſuch Expreſſions, 
or to teach, preach, or otherwiſe vent ſuch Opinions, Propo- 


fitions, or Hypotheſes as aforeſaid: And as concerning the 


Parties in this Proceſs, whateyer Complaints haye been made 
as to the Manner of raiſing or managing this Proceſs on ei- 


ther Hand, the General Aſſembly for Peace's Sake, do overlook 
and pals theſe without further inſiſting thereon, and do dit- 
charge any Profecution on either Side on theſe Accounts; And 
further, for the more effectual preſerying the Purity of Doc- 
trine and Peace of this Church, and preventing Strife and con- 
tentious Debates, which are prejudicial to 1ruth, brotherly 
Love, and the Life of ſerious Religion; The General Aſſembly 


extends the foreſaid Prohibition to all Profeſſors of Divinity, 
_ Miniſters and Preachers, and all others in this Church; ard 
particularly, the General Aſſembly diſcharges them to vent 


any Doctrines not agreeable to our Confeſſion of Faith and Ca- 


 Fechiſms, eſpecially ſuch Opinions as either aſcribe too much 


to corrupt Nature, or tend fo encourage Sloth among Chri- 
ſtians, or flacken Peoples Obligation unto Gofpel Holineſs. 
And moreover, the General Aſſembly recommends to all Fa- 
culties in Univerſities, and to all Presbyteries within this 
Church, to fee this Act obſerved by all the Perſons foreſaid 
within their ſeveral Juriſdictions, and to cenſure the Contra- 
veeners as they ſhall ſee Cauſe : And the General Atlembly 
unpowers their Commiſion to give Advice to Presbyteries, 
and to judge in Cauſes and Caſes of that Kind, that ſhall 
be brought before them, and when any ſuch Caſes ſhall hap- 
pen, The General Aſſembly hereby appoints Presbyteries to 


_ acquaint the Commiſſion before they proceed to any Sentence 


vi Sutpenſion, or Depoſition againſt any Perſon that ſhall com- 
to be tried in Prolecution of this Act. 


As 


Horm 


I, 3 


5 C4 
Form of Proveſs. 


a Scandal committed by a Miniſter hath on theſe Accounts 
many Aggrayations, and once raiſed, though it may be found 
to be without any Ground, yet it is not ealtly wipt off; there- 
fore a Presbytery would exactly ponder by whoſe Information 
and Complaint it comes firſt before them, and a Presbytery is 
not ſo far to receive the Information, as to proceed to the Ci- 
tation of a Minitter, or any Way begin the Proceſs, until 
there be firſt ſome Perſon, who under his Hand gives in the 
Complaint, with ſome Account of its Probability, and under- 
takes to make out the Libel. 2do, Or at leaſt do before the 
Presbytery undertake to make it out, under the Pain of be- 
ing cenſured as Slanderers. Or, 3t:o, That the fama clamoſe 
of the Scandal be ſo great, as that the Presbytery, for their 
own Vindication, fee themſelves neceſlitate to begin the Pro- 
ceſs, without any particular Accuſer : But the Presbytery in 
this Caſe would be careful, Firſt, To enquire into the Riſe, 
Occaſion, Broachers and Grounds of this fama clamoſa. 
Ibid. § 8. If the Matter laid to the Miniſter's Charge be 
ſuch Practices, as, in their own Nature, manifeſtly ſubyert 
that Order, Unity and Peace, which Chriſt hath eſtabliſhed in 


his Church, or Unſoundneſs and Heterodoxy in Doctrine, then 


great Caution would be uſed, and the Knowledge and Under- 
ſtand ing of Witneſſes much look'd unto; and withal, if the 
Errors be not groſs, and ſtriking at the Vitals of Religion, 
or if they be not pertinaciouſly ſtuck unto, or induſtriouſly 
ſpread, with a viſible Deſign to corrupt, or that the Errors 
are not ſpreading among the People, then Lenitives, Admo- 
nitions, Aras tins and frequent Conferences are to be tried 
to reclaim without cutting off, and the Advice ef other Pre- 
byteries ſought, and unleſs the Thing be deing much Hurt, 
fo as it admits of no Delay, the Synod or General Afembly 
may be adviſed with in the Affair, and the ſame intimate to 
te Miniſter concerned. 2 e 
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OBJECTIONS by Mr. JounN SIMSON, 
Profeſſor of Divinity in the Univerſity of Glaſ- 


gow, againſt the Frame of the Libel ex- 
_ hibited againſt him, and now lying before the 


Reverend Presbytery of Glaſgow. 
HE Defendant having for a good many Years lived 
in Peace and Friend{hip with. his Reverend Brethren 
in the Presbytery of Glagom, and having with much Com- 
fort heartily joined with them in promoting the Intereſts of the 
Goſpel, and the Concerns of the. Kingdom of our Glorious 
Lord and Saviour Jeſus Chriſt ; he cannot without much Re- 
grete and ſenſible Grief, reflect on his preſent unhappy Circum- 
itances, which a wiſe and righteous God has thought fit in his 
Holy Providence to bring him unto, by Misunderſtandings 
and Miſtakes, that have crept in by Degrees, between his Re- 
verend Brethren and him for ſome Years paſt, eſpecially dur- 
ing his great bodily ind iſpoſition, ſince October 1724. And 
altho' he be not conſcious to himſelf of any juſt Ground he has 
given for it, yet aiter ſeveral other Methods of Procedure a- 
gainſt him, on which he makes here noReflexion,they have found 
themſelves in Conſcience obliged, as in Charity he believes, to 
exiibite againſt him a Libel upon a fama clamoſa, containing a 
{Charge of his having taught or vented Frrers, contrary to the 
Holy Scriptures, and ſome Pailages of the Confeſſion of Faith 
and Larger Catechiſm of this Church, relating to the Doctrine of 
the Bleſſed Trinity, and in Violation of 12 A#, Gen. Aſſemb. 
1710, and g. Ad of Gen. Aſſemb. 1717, as the ſaid Libel more 
fully bears. _ _ e N 
To ſupport which Charge, it is alledged he has, within the 
Time ſpecified in the ſaid Libel, in teaching, ſpeaking or 
writing, uſed, leyeral Propoſitions or Expreſſions mentioned in 
the ſaid Libel. 5 5 
Concerning which Libel he muſt obſerve, Firſt, That the 
Laflages of Scripture, our Confeſſion and Catechiſm therein- 
mentioned, are What he ſtedfaſtly believes and yearly teaches; 
and as in former Years, ſo likewiſe theſe two laſt Seffions of 
the College, he has carefully taught them, according to the 
plain and common Meaning of the Words, and endeavoured to 
rove the Truth and great Importance of them to the beſt 
ef his Skill, and to confute the Errors that are oppoled to 
them, or inconſiſtent with them, as is narrated in his Letter 
| to 


tained. Such as 


o 


to. e, the 2d of 126 * Year 3 the Truth of 
which Naration has not as yet been called in Queſtion, 10 far 
as he knows. 45 . . 
Secondly, He obſerves in the Frame of the ſaid Libel man 
fold Uncertainties, Imperfections, and Miſtakes, which render it 
null and void in Law, upon which no Proceſs ought to be ſuſ- 


iſt, That there is no Place mentioned in the Libel where 


tis alledged any of the Facts were done, or Expreſſions uttered. 


T his of it (elf would caſt a Libel before the Lords of Juſticiary: 


And this Libel being manifeſtly of a criminal Nature, which 


would deptive the Defendant, not only of his Reputation, but 
of his Office and Benefice, were it proved that he had impugn- 


| ed or denied any of the neceſſary Truths mentioned in the Nar- 
rat ĩye of the ſaid Libel, or taught any Thing inconſiſtent with 


them: Upon which Account this Libel ought to be rejected 


by the Reverend Presbytery, or ſo reformed as to make it legal, 
before he be obliged to give any further Anſwers to it. 


zd, The Time ſpecifed in the Libel contains two Years 
precceding the Firſt of Fanuary laſt, and Three Months follow- 
ing it; whereas Libels before other Courts are confined 
to a Year, But what he chiefly obſerves is, That this Libel is 
founded upon a fama clamoja, which was raiſed, and the al- 
ledged Occaſion of it happened betwixt Martinmas- 1725, and 
Mey 1726; the Grounds of which Fama the Presbytery were 
appointed to enquire into, and a Committee was appointed to 
aſſiſt them therein, by the Act of the laſt General Aſtembly con- 
cerning the Defendant : Therefore all the Space of Time men- 


_ tioned, at leaſt preceeding Martinmas 1725, and fince laſt Aſ- 


ſembly, cannot be legally comprehended in this Libel, that pro- 
ceeds upon a fama clamoſa, the Defendant having taught jnone 
ſince laſt Aſlembly, before the 10th of October laſt, and there 


has been po fame clamoſa of his having taught Error ſince that 


Time, the leaſt Notice whereof has come to his Ears; where- 


fore if anyArticles of the {aid Libel relate to what he has taught 


ſince October laſt, they ought either to inſtruct there has been a 
new Fama raiſed, and lay before him the particular Articles 
thereof, or exhibite no ſuch Articles againſt him, unleſs the Ac- 
cuſation be ſigned by an Accuſer, or ſome Perſon undertake to 
prove it under Pain of Cenſure, according to the good Rules in 
our Form of Proceſs, Cap. VII. Seck. 3d. Unleſs they be Ar- 


ticles declared to be taken out of his Papers given in to the 
Presbytery, which is no where plainly aſſerted in the Libel. 


24ly, The Expreſſions ſaid to be uttered by the Defendant in 
teaching, are laid in ſuch ambiguous and incoherent Terms, that 


tho? it were proved he had uttered them, which he is perſuaded 


cannot be done; yet they could afford no certain Documents, 
either of what was bis Opinion,or what he had taught,unleſs the 
: | Cn, 0- Libel. 

) 


\ 


. \ 


Libel did ſpecify the AN and following Parts of bis Dit. 
courſe, and whether he ſpoke tha as his own or other Mens 
Opinion, which are neceſſary to determine his Senſe in utter- 
ing. them ; which not being done in the Libel, renders the 
Meaning of theſe Expreſſions ſo uncertain, as to be uncapable 
of a legal Proof, eſpecially after the elapſing of 14 or 15 Months 


Rate, he might be accuſed of groſs. Error, yea Blaſphemy, or 
Atheiſm, had he been barely reciting ſome Texts of Scripture, 
of which the Hearers. remembred anly ſome Scrapes, ſuch as, 
There is no God: Curſe God and die; you ſee then, bow that by 
Works a Man is juſtified, and. the like. 

_ 4thly, The Libel dc 


fince the Thing can be iy of to have happened: For at this 
* 


impugned or denied by any of the Expreſſions alledged, or with 
which they are inconſiſtent; nor is there any ſtanding Rule 
mentioned, which is alledged to be particularly violated by a- 
ny of the ſaid Expreſſions, which the Presbytery * did 
oblige Mr. Webſter, in a former Caſe, to do: An 


what the vindicating of themſelves and the J ruth calls them to, 


the Defendant cannot but expect, from their Equity as Judges, 


that they will do him the ſame Juſtice now as formerly, in not 
ſuſtaining this Libel, as a ſufficient Ground of Proceſs againſt 
him, at leaſt, till this Defect he made up. | 


5thly, There are ſome Expreſſions ſaid to be uttered by the 7 
Defendant, which are both - contrary to his fixed Opinion, 


and what he fully taught on theſe Subjects; and as he re- 
members not his having uttered ſuch Expreſſions, he is per- 
ſwaded, that ſuch Alledgances mult either flow from a Miſtake, 


of ſome of the Hearers, or, elſe, from a Trip in his Expreſſion, 
mentioning one Word for another, which is no doubt incident 


to him, ne leſs than it is to much greater Men, when diſcour- 
ling an Hour or two on ſeveral Points of Divinity; and *tis but 
reaſonable to think he ſhould haye been more. liable to it, the. 
pPreceeding Seſſion of the College, when he laboured under 
'. fo great Indiſpolition and Weakneſs of Body, which could not. 
but hinder his cloſs Attention, either in thinking or ſpeak- 
ing. | . 
Of this Sort is that Inſtance, that he ſaid, That Profeſſor 
 Mart's-Argument againſt the Eternity of the World, to wit, 


That if Eternal it maſt be Neceſſarily-exiſtent, was not good, 


becauſe Chriſtus eft eternus ſed non ens neceſſarium; where the 
Deiendant was ſhewing that Profeſſor Mark's Argument was 
not good againſt Ariſtotle and his Defenders, who maintain, 
that the World was created from Eternity, and ſo maintained, 
that mundus eſt eternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, which Argu- 
ment doth only contradit what theſe Authers aſſert; an ny - 

- ore 


es not mention any particular Paſſage of 
Scripture, of our Confeſſion of Faith, or Catechiſms which are 


they hav- 
ing no Intereſt in this Libel, founded on a on clamoſa, but 
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_ 
fore is not a good Argument 10 confute their Op nion, which 
the Dofendant has been in uſe to notice every Lear ſince he 
taught that Book; and is perſwaded, that if any ot his Hear- 
ers alledge; that he faid Chriſtus eſt eternus, ſed non ens neceſ- 
ſarium, that either he has miſtaken the Word Chriſtus for Mun- 
dus, or that by a Trip in Expreſſion, the Defendant has ſaid 
Chriſtus for Mundus, which he is not ſenſible he did, the 
Word Chriſtus being Plainly impertinent to the Argument he 
was then upon. Fo, FE > ans IEG 
Another Expreſſion of the ſame Nature is, Deus Pater eff 
ante Deum Filiam, non tempore ſed cauſalitate ; and added the 
following Expreſſion, Ni ſupponamus Deum non poſſe creare ab 
eterno. The Defendant referring what he has to ſay on the 
firſt Part of this ta his particular Anſwers to all the Articles 
alledged, to be given in afterwards, if needful, he is perſuaded 
be did not uſe that laſt Expreſſion, it being inconſiſtent with 
his fixed Opinion, and with what he fully taught on the Subject, 
to which the former Part of this Inſtance ſeems to have a Rela- 
tion; and therefore judges, that if any of the Hearers alledge 
he uttered this Expreſſion, they have. thro' not hearing di- 
ſtinctly, or otherwiſe, miſtaken creare for generare, or elſe that 
he has uttered the one Expreſſion for the other by a Miſtake ; 
the Word generare being to the Purpoſe of the Argument, and 
the other wholly impertinents © ; 4d 
6thly, It is alledged, That the Defendant has owned and 
acknowledged ſuch or ſuch Things, and that likewiſe he has 
taught or vented, that Self-exiftence, Cc. — without telling, 
when, where, or what Way he has owned or vented ſuch 
Things, which puts him at a Diſadvantage, or renders it im- 
poſſible for him, to give any certain Anſwer thereto. From 
all which, the Defendant pleads, that the ſaid Libel is null and 
void in Law, and ſuch as cannot be a ſufteient Ground of a juſt 
and legal Proceſs ; and therefore. craves, that the ſaid Lihel 
may be either rejected, and he vindicated and diſmiſſed; or, 
if the Reverend Presbytery think they have juſt Ground of Pro- 
cedure againſt him, that they reform the ſaid Libel, and make 
up the faid Defects, Imperfections, Oc. here juſtly complained 
of, ſo as a plain and certain Charge may be given in againſt 
him; which done, be declares himſelf willing and ready, to 
give diſtin and particular Anſwers thereto. 8 
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<Q 52 ) 
ECC HRUY SOR LUHY GELLER 
ANSWERS ani DEFENCES for Mr. 


OHN SIMS ON, Profeſſor of Divinit) in 
the Untverjity of Glaſgow, againſt the Libel 
exhibited again him, and now tying before 
the Reverend Presbytery of Glaſgow, 


| H E ſaid Mr. John Simon, ſaving to himſelf all Man- 

ner of Objections or Exceptions competent againſt 
the ſaid Libel, and particularly adhering to the Objections 
given in to the Reyerend Presbytery againſt the Form of the 
lame, upon the 11th inſtant; and alfo adhering to his Proteſt 
taken againſt the Interlocutars of the Presbytery, repelling 
the ſaid Objeaions, and Reference being had to the ſaid 
Objections, which are herein holden as repeated, and taken 
as a Part of his full Anſwers to the ſaid Libel, does now 
proceed in humble Manner to lay before the Reverend Preſ- 
bytery, what, in his Opinion, may be a full and ſatisfactory 
Anſwer to every Allegation contained in the Libel 

Only it appearing to him that the ſecond Allegation in the 
Libel, which ſays, Toy owned and acknowledged, &c. is taken 
out of his. Letter to the Presbytery of the 2d of March laſt 
Year, or out of his Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, 
Koen in the 5th of Jauuary laſt; he humbly deſires the 

everend Presbytery may allow him to delay anſwering that 
Article, until he has firſt anſwered all theſe ſaid to be vented 
in teaching, and then to give Anſwers to the ſaid Allegation, 
as the firſt that appears to him to be vented by Writing 

_ The firſt Allegation is, « You did alter your Teaching 
ce concerning the Bleſſed Trinity, and particularly, that where- 
<< as you formerly uſed to give your Students the following 
<<. Caution, viz- That the Term Perſon, when applied to the 
<© Blefſed Three in the Godhead, was not to be taken pre- 
« eiſely in the ſame Senſe, as when ſpoken of Creatures, you 
cs forbore to give them the ſaid Caution.” 

To which the Defendant anſwers, 1/7, That he hopes it is 
no Crime that he altered his Teaching, unleſs the Alteration 
contains ſomething that is prejudicial to that important Do&- 
rine. 

24%, His omitting the Caution alledged can be no Crime, 
anleſs joined with perſuading the Students of ſomething 
faulty in Oppoſition to it, which the Libel does not ſay he 
Aid: He might omit it thro? Forgetfulneſs, or becauſe liable 
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to Exceptions from ſome People, or becauſe needleſs ; ſeeir'® 


it may be eaſily underſtood from the Words of our Confeſſi;, 


* 


and Catechiſms, teaching the Three Perſons to be One God 
and from what he taught of their not being Individuals of th? 


ſame Species, which would make them Three Gods. Whenc 


it appears, that the Term Perſon is either not taken preciſc! 
in the ſame Senſe, as when applied to Creatures; or, as Dr? 
 Waterland chooſes to ſpeak, «© They are Perſons in the ſam' 


„ common Senſe of Perſon; but Perſons of a, different Kind” 
“s and differently circumſtantiated from what human or angelica]? 


« or any other Kinds of Perſons are, 2d Defence, Page 369.“ 
And the ſaid Author calls the Perſons of the Trinity, “A 
$ different Kind of Perſons, 
cc not ſeparate from each other in Nature, Subitanze and Ex- 


“ iſtence, ibid. Page 366.“ 


The Defendant alſo obſerves, That the Caution alledged is 
not, ſq far as he remembers, agreeable either to his May of 
ſpeaking. or thinking; wherefore he pleads, that this Allega- 


tion is neither relevant nor true. | 


A ſecond Thing alledged to be vented in teaching is, And 


ce further in teaching your Scholars you have ſaid, That the 


cc Independency and Neceſſary=exiftence of our Lord Chriſt, 1 


ce were Things we knew not; that theſe Terms were imperti- 
de nent, and not to be uſed in talking of the Trznity, and that 
© they were Philoſophical Niceties we knew nothing about, 
e and are ambiguous Terms of Art; and when your Students 


“ argued, that if the Son was not Independent, he was not 


« Neceſſarily-exiſtent, and ſo might not have been, and the 


Father might poſſibly have been without him; You anſwer- 


Terms Dependent and Indepen 


© ed, How do you, or how do we know that? . 

To which the Defendant anſwers, ½, This Heap of Sayings 
alledged, without mentioning the Occaſion, Reaſon or Cir- 
cumſtances of their being uttered, render them, in his Opi- 
nion, incapable of a diſtin& Anſwer or legal Proof, eſpecially 


after more than fifteen Months elapſed, ſince the Thing can be 


ſuppoſed to have happened; it relating, ſo near as he can guels, 
to an Objection propoſed by a Student in December 1725, or 
Fanuary 1726. 7 , 


2dly, If it relate to that Objection, he is perſuaded that the 


» 


Terms he then ſaid were not pertinent or ſafe, were only the 
2, Co- ordinate or Subordinate, 
and that they were only ſo, when applied to the perſonal Pro- 
perties and Relations of the Divine Perſons, (namely, when 
compared with one another) as is mentioned in his ſaid Let- 
ter; at writing whereof, he had a pretty diſtinct Remem- 
brance, both of the Objection and Anſwer; yet he had not 


then the leaſt Remembrance or Suſpicion, that he had then, or 


at any former Occaſion, mentioned the Term . 
8 855 ent 


cauſe they are undirided, and 


* 
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. flent or Neceſſary Being: And he not having met with that 
Student, from his propoſing that Objection, till a little“ after 
his ſaid Letter was read in the Presbytery, he asked him, whe- 


ther the Letter did not fairly repreſent that Matter; which 


the Student owned it did. But he ſpake nothing of the o- 


ther Things 8 in this Article, nor does the Defendant 


remember any ing of them, nor had he the leaſt Hint of 


ſuch Things being talked of him, until he heard them read in 
the Libel the 3 0th of March laſt; and therefore humbly thinks, 
that if any of®his Hearers have talk'd ſuch Things to others of 
him, without acquainting himſelf thereof, as he is poſitive 
none of them did, they ought to be look d upon as Raiſers or 


Bro achers of the fama clamoſa againſt him. bs 
 2dly, What is alledged in this Article, beyond or beſide 
what he owns in his ſaid Letter and Anſwers, is not agreeable 
to his Opinion and uſual Manner of ſpeaking on that Subje&. 
But in caſe ſuch an Obje&ion as the laſt had been propoſed, 
which he remembers nothing of, the Anſwer ſaid to be given 
thereto, How know you that? May be conſtructed to import 
a ſtrong Denial, or the groſs Unreaſonableneſs of making ſuch 
Inferences or Suppoſitions, which is agreeable to his Opinion. 
Wherefore he pleads, that there is nothing relevant in this 


Allegation, io far as he remembers any Thing of it. But if 


any of his Hearers ſhall be poſitive and expreſs, that any Thing 
has eſcaped him, then or at any other Time, contrary to what 
he has owned in his ſaid Letter and Anſwers, and may be in 


the leaſt prejudicial to the Truth, he diſclaims it, and pleads 
that it ought to be conſtructed a Trip or Miſtake in * 


on, which is incident to him, as it is to much greater Men. 
Beſides, he does not perceive that it could be called either an 
impugning or denying, or teaching what is inconſiſtent with, 
or tend ing to leſſen the Belief of any of the great, neceſſary 
and fundamental Truths, cited from our Confeſſion and Cate- 
chiſm in the Libel; tho' he had called ſeveral of the School- 
Terms, that are neither uſed in Seripture, nor our Confeſſion 
of Faith, ambiguous Terms of Art; and tho? he had called 


Debates about them Philoſophical Niceties ; He lays, 1 


he had done ſo, which he does not remember he did, he ha 


thereby obſerved the Injunctions of the Acts of Aſſembly cited | 
in the Libel, by even diſcpuraging the Students from nfing 


ſuch Expreſſions and Hypotheſes as are not neceflary to he 
taught in Divinity, and give more Occaſion to Strife than to 
promote Edification. 5 

A Third Allegation is, Aud yet further in teaching your Sta- 
dents the Chap. de Creatione, in Markii Medulla Theologiæ 
Chriſtiane, you ſaid, That his Argument againſt the Eternity 
of the World, viz. That if Eternal, it muſt be Neceſſarily- exiſt · 
= hh e ent, 


- 


ent, was not good, Zecauſe Chriſtus eſt eternus, ſed non ens 
neceflarium, or non neceſſario exiſtit. | me 
To which the Defendant anſwers, Firſt, That altho' this Ar- 
ticle, being fo far better laid than the others, that it tells the 
particular Subject he was treating of, yet it is neither expreſt 
in his Words, nor gives a true Account of his Meaning; for 
in teaching the Sys, he always ſpeaks Latin, and a Hearer's 


Faith in 


Falch in any Part of his Words into Engliſh, can bear no 


udgment, becauſe they may be wrong tranſlated, and 


his Teſtimony cannot be an Evidence of what was Fact, or real- 


ly ſaid by the Defendant, but only of his own.Judgment about 
it, fifteen Months or more after the Thing happened. 


2dly, So far as the Defendant's Memory ſerves him, he has 


yearly made a Remark on this Argument from the firſt Year he 


taught this Book : The Argument is this, Mundus non potuit 


ab eterno creari, quia ens eternum eſt neceſſarium © indepen- 


dens, which he thinks not ſufficient to refute the Opinion of 


Ariſtotle, and the Schoolmen that ſeem to defend him, whom 


Profeſſor Mark mentions in the 19th Seck. of Chap. 8. de Crean 
trone of his Compendium Theoligia, where he treats of the ſame 
Subject; the Chapters and Sections of the Compendium and Me- 


dalla being throughout the whole correſpondent to one another. 
Now Artie and theſe other Philoſophers, having thought 
that the World was created from Eternity, did, according to- 
this Opinion, maintain that Mundus eſt eternus, ſed nen eſt 
ens neceſſarium © independens ; which Opinion is only contra- 


died by the foreſaid Argument; and therefore it is not ſufh- 


Cient to refute it. Whether any of the Students have, thro? 


not hearing diſtin&ly, heard, or etherwiſe miſtaken, Chriſtus eſt 


eternns, for Mundas eft eternus, &c. the Deiendant knows not ; 
but he is perſuaded, that he did not ſay, Chriſtus eſt eternus, 


ſed non ens neceſſarium, becauſe it is neither agreeable to his 


Opinion, nor the Argument he was then ſpeaking of: But if 
any ſhall be expreſs and poſitive that he uſed the Word Chri- 
ftus, (which he does not remember he did) it ought to be 
conſtructed to have been a Trip in Speaking, which kind of 


Trips are incident to him as they are to others, who are much 


greater Men than he. On the foreſaid Account, he has always 
tound it needful to inſiſt further, in proving to the Students, 
that the World could not be created from Eternity. And, as 
he had often formerly, ſo perhaps alſo theſe two lait Seſſions of 
the College, tho? he cannot be poſitive, he has taken Notice of 
what, Proleſſor Markius juſtly obſerves in his ſaid Compendium 
Theologie, in the End of the ſaid 19th Sed. of the 8th Chap. de 
Creatione, namely, Of the utter Diſparity there is between 


Chiiſt the Son of God's Generation from Eternity, and the 
World's being created from Eternity; which ſome of the fore- 


fad Authors would make uſe of as an Argument for their Opi- 
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nion, which is rather a good 13 to refute : t, becauſe 
the Eternal Sort of God is neither created nor made, but Ner- 


ten; and he being infinitely perfect, as God the Father is, not 


only may be, but muſt alſo be abſolutely eternal, as the Hol 
Scriptures declare him to be, calling him the F:r/t and the Laſh, 
c&c. Whereas the World or Syſtem of the Creatures, taken by 
Parts or altogether, is finite and of finite Perfections, precari- 
ous and contingent z. and therefore is not capable of infinite or 
limited Duration, without Beginning or End. 2 

| Wherefore there is nothing in this Allegat ion relevant, unleſs 
what may have happened, either thro? the Miſtake of ſome Hear- 
ers, or a Miſtake in the Defendant's Expreſſions ſhould be taken 


ter a Crime, which he perſuades himſelf the ſuſtice of the Preſ- 


bytery and Aſſemhly will not allow them to do. . 
The Fourth Thing alledged is, As alſo in Teaching, you gave 


it as your own Opinion, and the Judgment of the Primitive Fa- 
thers, That the Three Perſons in the Irinity are nit to be ſaid. 


to be either numerically or ſpecifically One in Subſtance or Eſſence ; 
but added, That they were ſo the ſame, as to be one God in 
three Perſens; but gave not any Name to, ner att:mpted to 
give any Netion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs, © nor can there be 
any but numenical Oneneſs of Subſtance or Eſſence conſiſtent 
© with the Godhead, who is but one in Number, and not more.” 
Anſw. 1/t This Allegation has the ſame Fault with moſt of 
the Keſt, that it does not mention what the Defendant was then 
teaching; yet by the Matter of it, it ſeems to relate to what he 
taid in explaining our Confeſſion, Cap. Il. Se. 3d. particularly 
theſe Words, Of cue Subſtance, and it gives a very lame and 
unfair Repreſentation of what he ſaid. | CY 
24ly, The Defendant owns he ſaid, That the Three Perſons 
in the Trinity are not to he ſaid to be either numerically, or 
ſpecifically one in Subſtance, as theſe Terms of Ariſtotle's Phi- 
loſophy are commonly uſed among, us when applied to Crea- 
tures: But denies that he uſed the Word Eſſence, either nu- 
| merical or ſpecifical z and the Reaſon he gave why the Perſons 
of the Trinity were not to be faid ſpecifically one in Subſtance 


only, was, that according to the common Uſe of that Term of 


Art, they would be Three Gods, as Three human Perſons are 
Three Men. And the Reaſon why the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt could not ſafely be ſaid to be numerically one in Suh- 
ſtance, according to the common Uſe of that Term when ap- 
plied to Creatures that are Intelligent, was that in that Senſe 
it would ſignify they were but one Perſon; wherefore our 
Divines having ſaid, in the Unity of the Godhead there be tbree 
Perſons of one Subſtance z they could not be thought to mean, 
either one ſpecifical Subſtance, or one Subſtance in Number, j as 
theſe Terms are commonly uſed in our Philoſophy when ap- 

e 


plied to Intelligent Creatures; becauſe the former would _ 
| | | them 


= OM Y Fa DY 
them Three Gods, contrary to the Unity of the Godhead there 
aſſerted; and the latter would make but one Perſon, contrary 
to the Aflertion of Three Perſons. Wherefore they wiſely ab- 
ſtained from both theſe Terms of Art, which, according to their 
uſual Meaning, were apt to miflead People into Error on either 


Hand 5 and ſay the Three Perf, URS are of one Subſtance. as do all | 


the other Confeſſions of the Proteſtant and Reformed Churches. 
And if it be ſaid, . what then is the Meaning of theſe Words, 
In the Unity of the Godhead there be Three Perſons of one Sub- 


ftance ? The Anſwer is, They are ſo far diſtinct Perſons, as 


that the incommunicable Properties, Characters and Actions 
aſcribed to them in the Word of God mult truly agree to them. 
And on the other Hand they muſt be ſo one among themſelves, 
as to be but one true eternal God, in Oppoſition to a Flurali- 


ty of Gods, of one Subſtance, in ſuch a Way as is conſiſtent 


with the ſaid Diltin&ion of their Perſons, in Oppoſition to 
their being but one Perſon, the Nature and Meaſure of which 
Diſtinction and Oneneſs is not revealed in God's Word, which 


alone teaches us this Doctrine; and herein lies the Myſtery of 


it, That the Manner therecf is keept ſecret, and perhaps we have 
no Faculties in this mortal State capable of rightly conceiving 
it, nor Terms fit for expreſſing it. VVVUꝗ der of agg 

Wherefore the Defendant pleads, that what he ſaid concern- 
ing the Perſons of the Tyinity not being to be ſaid either to be 
ſpecifically or numerically one in Subſtance, according to the 
common Uſe of theſe Terms as applied to intelligent Creatures, 
according as he has truly repreſented it, is ſo far from being a 
Crime, that he humbly conceives the Reyerend Presbytery 
will judge it was his Duty. 7 

But there ſeems in this Article to be another Fault charged 


on the Defendant, tho it be not directly ſaid; namely, That 
he gave not any Name to, nor attempted to give any Notion of 


that Sameneſs or Oneneſs. To which he anſwers, 1/F, *Tis 
true he did not, for the foreſaid Reaſons; to which he begs, 
Leave to add, That herein he followed the Example of our 
Bleſſed Lord and Maſter, who ſays, John x. 30. 1 and my Fa- 


ther are one, fv z@pev, Without giving any: Name to, or. 


giving any Notion of that Qzeneſs ; which is alſo followed by 
the Apoſtle Fohn, in his firſt Epiſtle v. 7. where he ſays. of the 
Father, the Word and the Holy Ghoſt, and theſe Three are one, 


&v «ot, Without adding any Name to, or giving any Notion 


of that Oneneſs. 


2dly, He herein follows our own Confeſſion, and theſe of the 


other Proteſtant and Reformed Churches, who fay, the Thyee 
Divine Perſons are of one or the ſame Subftance, without giving 


a Name to, or mere particular Notion of that Samencſs or 


ROE 7 2dly, He 


Oneneſs. 
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34h, He has herein followed the Example of ſome Hivines, 
famous for their Zeal, Skill and Prudence in defending the 
Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity. He needs only at Preſent give 
one Inſtance of this out of Dr. Calamy's Sermons concerning the 


Doctrine of the Trinity Page 272. Prop. 8th. Whereas among 


thoſe that own this Diſtinction to be real and not imaginary on- 
ty, it is by ſome aſſerted to be modal, while others affirm it to be 
eſſential; aud ſome contend that it is ſpecifical only, while others 
will have it to be numerical. I not being able to find any ſuch 
Words as theſe in theBible,am for dropping them in the Debate. I 
ama great Enemy to darkning Counlel by Words without 
Knowledge, and running into Heats about different Ways of Ex- 
preſſion, where the Thing meant may be the ſame. wn 
475%, Some of theſe Divines teach, that altho* the Three 
Divine Perſons have one undivided and inſeparable Eſſence, 
yet each of them is, «© Subſtantia per ſe ſubſitens, individua, 
C incommunicabilis; adde hic intelligens, vivens agens, ut 
« dera ſit perſona.” Zanch. de Trib. Eloch. Par, 1. Cap. 2. Col. 12, 
13. and Cap. 4. Col. 16, 17. where he makes a great Difference 
between one undivided Eſſence, which is common to all the 
Divine Perſons, and one Subſtance in Number that is peculiar 
to each of them. And becauſe I find famous Divines and 
zealous Friends of the Truth differ ſo much about the Mean- 
ing and Uſe of theſe Terms, I carefully avoid confounding one 
 zendivided, inſeparable Eſſence, - with one Subftance in 
Number. 44 . 3 e e 
5 %%%, This Phraſe, one Subſtance in Number, is uſed by Ad- 
verſaries of the Truth in an unſound Senſe; as in the Second 
Collection of Socinian Tracts, Tract laſt, called, Conſiderations 
on the Explications of the Doctrine of the Trinity, by Dr. Wallis, 
Dr. Sherlock, Dr. South, &c. Page 24, 25. I ask, have the 
Three (pretended) Divine Perſons each his own proper, peculiar 
and perſonal Underſtanding, Wit and Energy: r have 
the Three Perſons but one only ſelf-ſame Underſtanding, Will 
and Energy in Number, as there is but one ſelf-ſame' Subſtance 
in Number? If he (Dr. South) ſaith the former, he — is 
_ guilty of Tritheiſm. —But if he denies that there are Three 
(All-knowino, Almighty) Underſtandings, Wills and Energies, 
he is a Socinian, he has granted to us the Point m Controverſy ; 
he grants the whole that we contend for... long as he 
grants but one (Omnipotent) Energy and Will, and but one (All- 
knowing) Underſtanding or Wiſdom. If this be granted to us, 
lis plain to every one who gives but never ſo little Heed, that 
the Queſtion about Three Perſons is a mere Strife of Words. 
From all which the Detendant is hambly of Opinion, 1 þy 
the Omiſſion alledged, he has exactly obſerved bath Parts” of 
the Prohibition contained in Ad gth, General Aſſembly 171), 
by ferbcaring Expreſſiens that are z/ed by Adverſaries in an 25 
| | | ſoun 
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bly 1710. cited in the Libel, printed Page 44. 


now given thereto. 


not determine. ; 


An 


pinion, nor Way of ſpeaking on that Subject; and he humbly 
Conceives it is a miſtaken and wrong Repreſentation about one 
Sub ſtance in Number, to which he has given a full Anſwer on 
the preceeding Allegation. 


that the Meaning of theſe Terms, in their uſual and proper Ac- 
ceptation, is an intelligent Agent : But he purpoſely avoids the 


ther Intelligent Agent or I And altho' he finds ſome of 


* 


* 


w 


ſound Senſe ; and by 1 0 teach Propoſitions, or Hypo 
theſes, ar Opinions not needful to be taught in Divinity, and 
which give more Occaſion to Strife than to promote Edification, 
ſeeing he has gone no further than Scripture and our Confeſſi- 
on go, and he knows no other Rule by which to judge what 
is needful or not needful to be taught in Divinity: And this 
appears to be the Rule intimated in Act 12th. General Aſſem- 


my 7 i; "Sn 2 


As to the laſt Words of this Article, Nor can there be any 
but numerical Oneneſs of Subſtance or Eſſence conſiſtent with the 
Gedhead, why is but one in Number and no mere; They not 
being plainly alledged to be his, he does not think himſelf o- 
bliged to give any Anſwer to them. 

From the whole he pleads, That there is nothing Relevant in 
this Article, when taken in its true Meaning, determined by 
the other Parts of his Diſcourſe, as mentioned in this Anſwer 
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A Fifth Allegation is, And you having aſſerted, that the 
Three Perſons were all indeed one God, and had all the ſame in- 
finite Perfections, you added, That whether the Subject of theſe 


Perfet:ons was different, was a Metaphyſical Queſtion we need 


To which the Defendant anſwers 1/f, That there is here no 
Account given of what he was teaching when he is ſaid to have 
uttered the laſt Words of this Article ( you added Cc.) which 
he ſuppoſes is the only Thing icomplained of; and therefore, ſo 
long after the Thing is paſt, is neither cipable of a diſtin& 

33 nor Proof of its certain Meaning. . NR | 
241y, He does not remember that he ſpoke theſe Words, and 
thinks he did not, becaule they are neither agreeable to his O- 


Ibe Sixth Allegation is, And you likewiſe affirmed, that in 
the Trinity there are Three Intelligent Agents or Beings. | 
To which the Defendant anſwers 1, That this Article gives 
no Account of the Occaſion and Circumſtances needful to de- 
termine the Meaning of the Words, and as they are here laid, 
he denies them to be his. 185 . 
_ . 2dly, He remembers, that in explaining the Word Perſon in 
our Conteſſion, and the Word Perſona in the Syſtem, he tells 


Words Being, Subſtance, Spirit, Mind; becauſe, as he thinks, 
they are commonly uſed to ſignify an intelligent Agent that has 
one Subſtance in Number, diſtin& and diyided from every o- 


theſe 


| 


> 


] 
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theſe: Terms, ſuch as indiuidaal intelligent Subflance applied 
to each of the Perſons of the Trinity; by celebrated I&tenders 
of that important Doctrine, as by Zanchins; yet he - carefully 
avoids both this and theſe other Terms, becauſe he does not 
find them ſo uſed and applied, either in the Scriptures ar our 


Confeſſion of Faith; and they ſeem to relate to the Manner 


* 


how they are Three Perſons. which is not revealed. 


34h, So far as the Defendant can learn the proper Meaning | 


of the Engliſh Word, Perſen is an Agent or intelligent Agent, 
which properly ſignifies a living, underitanding, active Prin- 
ciple of working or doing, to which any Work or Deed done 
is aſcribed as to its particular Cauſe: In which Senſe the: 


Word is taken Heb. i. 3. where it is meant of the Perſon of 


the Father, Where he is manifeſtly diſtinguiſhed from the Per- 
fon of the Son; Which Uſe of the Word Perſon is given as a 


principal ogy why it is uſed in our own and other Con- 
feſſions of Faith, and by many of our moſt celebrated Divipes 
that are zealous Defenders of this Doctrine: Tor which they 


juſtly add, That the three Divine Perſons are in many Places 


of God's Word deſign'd by ſuch Words, and repreſented as 
doing ſuch different Works, as are uled in the Hebrew and 
_ Greek Tongues to ſignity what we uſe to exprets by the Terms 


diſtin# Perſons or intelligent Agents. A few-of which that ſhew 


che Importance of our believing the Diſtinction of the Divine 


Perſons, by an irritant Clauſe added to them, the Defendant 


thinks only needfyl to mention: Such as John iii. 16, 18. 


compared, For God ſo loved the World, that he pave his only 
begotten Son, that whoſoever believeth in him, ſy.uid not perijh 
but have everlaſtins Life. He that believeth nit, is con- 


demned already, becauſe he hath not beli ved in the Name of 


7s Love, not that we loved. Ge: 
ſent his Mes 8 9 Fat 


11. He that beleveth, an the S of .G 


becauf, e he believeth nit the Rec: 
And this is the Recerd,. that God 


7775 Life, and he that hath. not the San of (God hath not Life. 
Matth. Z. 32, 22+ Hheſbeper therefore ſpall confeſi me, before 
r e e eee 
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Men, him will I alſo confeſs before my Father which is in 
Heaven. But whoſoever ſhall deny me before Men, him will I 
alſo deny before my Father which is in Heaven 
4thly; The Father, Son and Holy Gholt are, in our Confeſ- 
fion of Faith and Catechiſms, both in the Paſſages cited in the 
Libel, and in other Places, called three. Perfons, without the 
leaſt Hint given, that the Word is nat to be taken in its pro- 
per Meaning; in which Senfe therefore i muſt explain it, un- 
leſs. I would lay my ſelf open to a Charge of undermining 
that important Do&rine: Eſpecially ſeeing' the Divine Per- 
ſons, both in Scripture and our Confeſſion, are as plainly re: 
preſented, to be diftin& intelligent Agents, as they are therein 
repreſented to be any Way whatſoever diſtinguiſhed from one 
another, e. g. The Father is of None, neither begotten nor pro- 


ceeding, and begets the Son; the Son is eternally begotten of 


the Father: and the Holy Ghoſt eternally proceeding from the 
Father and the San. The Father creates the World by his Son, 
who being employ d, not as a Servant or ſubordinate Inſtru- 
ment, but as his own Son, indued with infinite Perfetions, as 
the efficient Cauſe for performing that great and honourable 
Work, which manifeſts the eternal Power and G:dhead bith of 
the Father and the Son; as his garniſbiug the Heavens by his 
Spirit, does the ſame of the Holy Ghoſt. What is alſo ſaid of 
the three Divine Perſons in the viii. Chap, and other Places 
of our Confeflion, concerning the different Parts they act in 
the glorious Work of our Redemption, repreſents them as 
proper Perſons or diſtin& intelligent Agents. 
5thly, The Defendant might alſo ſhew, were it needful, that 
the Words Perſona, Hypoſtaſis and myogwroy have been uſed 
by the moſt zealous Defenders of the Doctrine of the Bleſſed 
Trinity in all Ages of the Church, to ſignify an Intelligent A- 
gent, and have been defined in this Senſe even by the Popiſh 
Schoolmen, who have explained it away again, or contradicted 
it in their Metaphyſical Diſſertations and Debates about it. 
Likewiſe all the ancient Creeds before the Nzcene, and that, and 
the following Catholick Creed ' preſent the Father, Son anc 
Holy Ghoſt as Three proper Perſons or intelligent Agents, tho 
they who owned theſe Creeds, were on this Account callumnia- 
ted by the Sabellians and Arians as Tritheiſts. | 
The Defendant might alſo mention a great Cloud of Witneſ- 
les among our Proteſtant Writers; he has already named Zan- 
<:4us, and ſhall only add Two or Three more. 
Dr. Owen, in his Book of The Doctrine of the Trinity vindi- 
cated, Page 79. Once more, it is revealed alſo, that theſe Three 
(the Father, Son and Spirit) are diſtin® among themſelves, by 
certain relative Properties. So that they are diſtinct, living, 
Divine, intelligent; voluntary Principles of Operation or Working, 
and that in and by eternal Acts one towards another, ROW 


.« 


62 


Ads that outwardly reſpect the Creation. And Page $1. Our 
Concluſion from the whole is, that there is nothing more filly em. 
preſſed in the Scripture than this ſacred Truth is, that there is 
one God, Father, Son and holy Ghiſt, which. are Divine, Di- 
flint, Intelligent, Voluntary, Omnipotent Principles of Operation 
and Mrking: Which whoſoever thinks himſelf obliged to believe 
| the Scriptures, muſt believe. — Nor doth Faith, for its Securi- 
ty, Eſtabliſhment, and Direction abſolutely ſtand in need of any 
farther Expoſition or Explanation of theſe Things, or the uſe of 
any Terms net conſecrated to the preſent Service by the Holy 
Ghoſt, © | SN ces. TER 
Naecke is Dr. Calamy, in his Sermons concerning the Trinity, 
Page 262. K here having mentioned many of the diſtinguiſhing 
Agio:.s of the Three Divine Perſons taught in Scripture, he 
concludes, Theſe are Things that are ſo very different, that they 
very plainly intimate a Diſtinfion in the Agents to whom they 
are reſpevely aſcribed. For how can they be any other than di- 
ſtinct, if the one does what the other does nut. | 
Another is, Mr. Viſebart, Principal of the College of Edin- 
burgh, in his Theologia, Vol. 2. p. 717. As created Perſons 
are Subſiftences, ſingular, intelligent, and incommunicable ; ſo 
are the Subſtſtences in the Godhead ; and a little before, Sub- 
ſiſtence notes a Manner of Exiſtence proper to Subſtances; a Per- 
ſon muſt ſubſiſt and not exiſt only. And p. 719. A Perſon is 
an intelligent Subſiſtence. 55 | | 
The laſt | name is, Dr. Waterland's 2d Defence of Queries, 
where he explains at large the Meaning of the Word Perſon, 
from Page 365, to 369g. and defines it thus, Page 366. 4 . 
Perſen is an intelligent Agent, having the diſtinctive Characters 
of \, thou, he, and not divided, or diſtinguiſhed into more in- 
telligent Agents, capable of the ſame Characters; and ſhews the 
Fitneſs of this Definition, 1ſt, Negatively, An Army, a Senate, 
&c. zs not a ſingle Perſon, becauſe divided into more, The Tri- 
nity. upon the Cathelick Hypotheſis, is not a ſingle Perſun, be- 
eauſe diſtinguiſhed into more intelligent Agents than one. 2dly, 
Pcfetrvely, A Man is a ſingle Perſon by the Deſinition. An 
Angel is a fingle Perſon by the j ame. Father, Sin or Holy Ghoſt, 
& ſingle Perſon by the ſame. - To clear this Matter a little fur 
ther, we muſt diſtiaguiſh Perſons into ſeveral Kinds, as Firſt, 
Divided and Undivided, Simple and Compound. And the Dr 
tells, That all other Perſons are divided, except the Three Di. 
dine Perſoas, who are undivided, not having any ſeparate Ex- 
:ftence independent en each other, Page 367. Of whom he al- 
loſais, They are Perjons in the ſame common Senſe of Perſon 
but Perſons if a different Kind, aud differently cir :umſtantiat- 
ed, &c. Page 369. | e Nu 


From 
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From? the Whole, the Deferlant pleads, That what he 
teaches, relating to this Allegation, 1s ſo far from being a 
Crime, that it is his Duty, and neceſlary to guard the Students 
againſt the Sabellian and Socinian Hereſies. et 
The Seventh Allegation is, „As alſo you taught that Deus 
« Pater eſt ante Deum Filium, non temprre ſed cauſalitate.” 
And added the following Expreſſion, Ni ſuppenamus Deum non 
poſſe creare ab eterno. Py 
Anſ. 1. This Allegation has the ſame Defe& often com- 
plained of, that it does not mention what the Defendant 
was teachin;,, and ſo renders what was alledged uncertain, eſpe- 
cially after Sixteen Months and more are elapſed, ſince it can 
be ſuppoſed the Thing happened. 1 F 
2dly, This Article conſiſts of Two Parts, both which, from 
the Meaning of the Word, ſeem to relate to what he taught 
of the Eternal Generation of the Son of God, in Oppoſition to 
the Arians, who ſaid he was a Creature made out of nothing, 
and that there was a Time when he was not: All the Branches of 
which Hereſy he refuted at great length; and proved, that the 
Son of God was neither created nor made, but eternally begot- 
ten, ſo as he had no Beginning of his Duration, more than the 
Father had. in teaching which, he had Occaſion to obſerve 
how ſeme of the Ancients exprefled themſelves on this Sub- 
ject: Some of whom, even zealous Oppoſers of the Arians, cal- 
led God the Father cauſa Filii, by which they mean'd only his 
being his Father, who eternally begat him; according to which 
Way of ſpeaking. the Father was not prior Filio tempore, ſed 
cauſalitate. Bp. Pearſon, in his Book on the Creed, the End 
of P. 37. and Beginning of 38. cites ſeveral Paſlages of this 
Nature out of Athanaſius, Hilary, Auguſtine, and others, to 
whom, for the Sake of Brevity and Conveniency, I refer. 
And Dr. VWaterland's firſt Defence, Pag. 91. lays to his An- 
tagoniſt, Joa admit that the Attributes, ſpecified in the Texts, 
belong to both (Father and Son:) Only you obſerve, That all 


Powers and Attributes are ſaid to be the Father's enly, becauſe 


they belong to him primarily or originally, as the Selfrexiſtent 
Cauſe, This I can readily admit, as well as you, provided enly 
the Mrd, Cauſe, be interpreted to a juſt, ſaber and Catholict 
Senſe, (as the Greek Writers eſpecially have underſtood it) and 
Self-exiſtent be interpreted, as it ſheuld be, negatively. 

And Walleus F. T. Pr. at Leyden, in his Enchiridicn, Fol. 30. 
in Anſwer to that Obje&ion, Ommis cauſa eſt prior ſuo effeitu x 
Pater eſt cauſa Filii & Spiritus Santi, ergo illis eff prier; 
ſays, Majcr eſt diſtinguenda. Nam omnis cauſa eft prior ſus 
effetu, ſi naturam ſpectes & erdinem, non tamen eft ſemper pri- 
or tempore; where he does not ditpute againſt the Uſe of the 
Word cauſa, but ules a Diſtin&ion that intirely cuts off the 
Objection. N 8 


_ Wherefore, altho* the N 55 uſed theſe Wort, as al- 
ledged, they would not be relevant to infer any Cenſure Yet 
he is perſuaded the Words of the ibel are not his, tho? it is 

robable, in relating the Expreſſions of {ome of the Ancients, 
bo might ſay, Pater eſt prior Filio, non tempore ſed cauſalitate ; 
but then he would nat readily omit the Caution he uſes to 
give the Students, That the Words cauſa or cauſalitas, are of 
too large a Meaning to be uſed for expreſſing God the Father 
his begetting his eternal Son; becauſe in their ordinary Uſe they 
are applied to God's creating the World, or to Creatures with 
reſpe& to any Effect they are the Cauſe of: And therefore the 

Defendant uſed to expreſs himſelf thus, Pater eſt prior Filio, nen 
tempore ſed ordine © paternitate, | Ee od 

2dly, As to the Expreſſion ſaid to be added, M ſupponamnus 

Deum non þ.ſſe creare ab eterno, it being contrary to the De- 
fendant's fix d Opinion, and the whole Strain of his Diſcourſe 
on that Subject, he is ot Opinion, that if any of the Hearers 
ſay that he utter'd it, that Perion by not hearing diſt inctly or 
otherwiſe, has miſtaken creare for generare ; this laſt Word 
generare being agreeable both to his Opinion and the Argu- 
ment he was then handling; wherein he proved the Falſhood 
of ſuppoſing that God could not beget his Son from Eternity; 
whereas the Word creare would be altogether impertinent. 
But if ſome Hearers ſhall he expreſs and poſitive, that he uſed 
the Word creare, which he is not conſcious of, it ought to be 
conſtructed only a Trip in ſpeaking. which much greater Men 
than he are liable unto, when diſcourſivg an Hour or two on 
ſeveral Points of Divinity; and conſidering his great bodily 
Weakneſs, and with what Difficulty he taught the former 
Seſſion of the College, ſuch Eſcapes of Expreſſion might be 
more incident to him than uſually. To which he adds, That 
he never heard any Hint of the former Part of this Allegation, 
till the Precognition was taken, and heard nothing of the lat- 
ter Expreſſion, till he heard it in the Libel. Wherefore, it 
any Hearers have talk'd this to other People, without ac- 
quainting him thereof, he is humbly of Opinion, that they 
ought to be looked upon as the Broachers of the fama clamoſa 
againſt him. On the whole the Defendant pleads, That there 
is nothing of this Article relevant, unleſs the Part of a Sen- 
tence, capable of an ill Conſtru&ion, when taken ſeparately from 
the reſt of his Diſcourſe, that determined it to a right Mean- 
ing, be made a Crime; or the Miſtake of ſome Hearers, or 2 
Trip in his ſpeaking, inconſiſtent with the reſt of his Diſcourſe, 
be made a Fault. Neither of which he can expect from the 
Juſtice of his Reverend Judges. „ Ao il 
HE Defendant proceeds in the next Place to anſwer 

theſe Articles of the Libel, that appear to him to be 


taken out of his foreſaid Letter, and Anſwers given in to the 
| | Re- 


o6..-#. WELLS 
Reyerend Presbytery, tho? it be not plainly ſaid they are taken 
out ofgheſe Papers. | +327 
They-ft Allegation is the ſecond in the Libel, -viz.. As alſo 


you have owned and acknowledged, that in ſpeeting of our Lord 


Feſus Chriſt, you uſe not the Terms Neceſlary-exiſtence nor In- 
dependency, and geve this pretended Reaſon for it, that they 
are not mentioned concerning Chriſt in the Holy Scriptares or our 
Confeſſion of Faith, or the Syſtem you teac. 


Anſ. 1. The Defendant having never owned this in teach- 


ing, but having done it expreſly in his ſaid Papers, he_can- 


not help Thinking this Article is taken out of them; and is 
humbly of Opinion, that the Omiſſion of theſe Terms is no 


Fault, ſeeing he teaches the whole Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, 
as revealed in Scripture, ſo far as he underſtands it; and the 


whole of it as taught in our Confeſſiop of Faith, and in Pittet's . 


Latin” Compend, Book II. from Chap. 13. to the End; and 
conſequently, all that the Presbytery would have him to teach 


by the Uſe of theſchTerms, ſo far as he knows their Mind. He 
alſo humbly thinks, the Reaſons given in his Letter, and 
more fully inſiſted on in his ſaid Anſwers, are ſufficient to ſhew 


he is at leaſt guilty of no cenſurable Fault by this Omiſſion. 
2dly, It being manifeſt, that theſe Terms are not mentioned, 
Either in Holy Scripture, or in the ſaid Syſtem, in the Chap- 
ters that teach the Doctrine of the Trinity, or in our Confeſſion 
of Faith and Catechiſms ; he is humbly of Opinion, That by 
this Omiſſion, he has exactly obſerved the Injun&ions of the. 


two Acts of eur General Aſſembly mentioned in the Libel: - 
And, if he had uſed them, he might perhaps have been accuſed 


by ſome Body or other, for not keeping by. the Form of ſound 
Words, or for teaching what is not needful to be taught in Di- 
vinity. To which he adds, That this Omiſhon can be no 


more a Crime in his teaching, than it is in Miniſters preach- 


ing; and he does not remember, that he ever obſerved any 


Miniſter uſe theſe Terms in preaching, tho' he has been capable 


of noticing what he heard preach'd theſe forty Years and 


| 3dly, If this can be ſuppeſed a Fault, he has mended it: 
For when he found, on the 18th and 19th of January laſt, that 
the Reverend Presbytery would not conſider, whether his 
Anſwers to their References had removed their ſeeming Ob- 
jections againſt ſome Paſſages of his foreſaid Letter, and the, 
Grounds of their Queſtions to him, but referred them to the 
conjun& Meeting of the Reverend Committee for Purity of 


Doctrine with the Presbytery ; which occaſioned the continuing 


of the injurious Stories, in his Opinion, groundleſly ſpread 
concerning, him, tho' he does not ſuppole it. was the Presby- 
tery's Deſign ; of which Stories this of denying Chriſt to be a 


Neceſſary-being gave moſt Offence ; leſt by theſe Means the 
5 bi + Students 
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Students ſhould be alſo impoſed on, or- tempted to doubt of 
this Truth, tho' he had formerly taught them what he tHought 5 
ſufficient to convince them of it; he took the firſt Opportunity 


of telling them his Mind about it. | 


Accordingly, when he came to teach the 8th Chap. of our 
Confeſſion, which was a little before or after Candlemas laſt ; 
having ſome of the chief Branches of the Arguments in the 
firſt, and the Beginning of the ſecond Sections pf that Chapter, 


he prov'd that our Lord Jeſus Chriſt was a Neceſſary-being, 


hecauſe he was Very and Eternal God of one Subſtance, and 


| Equal with the Father, who as he hath Life in himſelf, ſo he 
hath given to the Son to have Life in himſelf ; that is he is In- 


finite, Eternal and Unchangeable in his Being, Wiſdom, Power, 


Holineſs, Juſtice, Goodneſs, and ether Divine Perfections, 


which he has manifeſted in Creating and Governing the World; 
and are ſuppeſed in his heing ordained the Glorious Mediater 
and Saviour of ſinful Mankind, and the Great Judge of the 
World. Which Way of proving this Truth, lies open to the 


Capacity of every a, by and fr fully ſatisfies him, that the 


Glorious Son of God, by and fer whom all Things in Heaven 


and karth were created, and iy the Word of whoſe Power they 
are upbeld, is infinitely above all created, contingent and pre- 
carious Beings whatſoe ver.. A 


A ſecond Allegat ion that ſeems taken from the ſaid Papers is, 
likewiſe you have taught or vented that Self-exiſtence, Inde- 


pendency, Supreme Deity, and the Title of the only True God, 


2nay taken, end were by ſome Authors taken in a 178 that 
zncludes the perſonal Property of the Father, and ſo not belonging 
to the Son; and tho you ſaid that Necellary-exiſtence, Inde- 
pendency, Supreme Deity, aud the Tithe of the only True God 
might belong to the Son, in ſuch Senſe as included not the per- 
ſonal e e Father; yet yo teld not what that Senſe 

out doing fo, you have inculcated the 22 
Diſtinition, as a Caution that may be neceſſary fox Students in 


reading both ancient and modern Authors, whether Friends or 


MAdverſaries ta tbe Trat. 1 
Anſ. 1. It is nor eaſy to underſtand what is the Crime ab- 
jected from this Cluſter of Articles,” or what Way they were 


vented; only, ſo far as the Defendant can guels, they are vent - 


ed in his foreſaid Papers. | 
2dly, He does not remember that he mentioned the Term 
Self-exiftent, in teaching the Doctrine of the Trinity, except 
ance in November One thouſand ſeven hundred and twenty five, 
in that Remark, that being of Nine was the ſame that many 
Authors und erſtood by the Word Self-exiſtent taken in the xe» 
£ative Senſe, as he ſays in his foreſaid Letter: And pleads 
that his telling this Fact is no Crime. l 


(a7 1 

34 He remembers nothing more that he has ſaid concern- 
ing the Terms Noce ſſary- exiſtence and Independency in teaching, 
than what he has told in his foreſaid Letter and Anſwers, and in 
his Anſwer to the preceeding Article of the Libel, 
 4thhly, As to Supreme Deity, he ſuppoſes this Phraſe is put 
for ſummus Deas, the Abſtra& for the Concrete; which, all 
grant, does much alter the Senſe. And as to the Titles, ſum- 
mus Deus, and the only true God, he hopes it will appear, 
from his ſaid Letter and Anſwers, that it is no Fault to tell 
this uncontroverted Fact, that ſome Authors, even zealous and 
able Defenders of the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, both anci- 
ent and modern, have uſed them in a Senſe that includes the 
Father's perfonal Property, andjtherefore have aſcribed them to 
the Father only in that Senſe by way of Eminence as ſome ſpeak, 
or emphatically as others ſay. What J exts of Scripture, or Ar- 
ticle of our Confeffion of Faith, or Catechiſms, is by any or all 
of theſe Particulars impugnn'd, or deny'd, or rendred doubt- 
ful, the Defendant owns himfelf ſo weak as not to perceive ;- 
and therefore, if the Presbytery ſhall find any of them rele- 
vant, he eraves that they may point out to him ſuch Paſſages of 
Scripture, Cc. and allow him Time to contider them, that if 
convinced of a Fault or Miſtake, he may correct it. | 
+ <thly, Tis alledged he ſaid thele Terms may be taken in the 
foreſaid Senſe, which he is perſuaded he never ſaid in teaching; 
and he denies it twice in his foreſaid Anſwers, vi7. on 7 0 
3d. and Queſt 4th. Only in his ſaid Anſwers, two or three 
Lines before the Firſt Head of Recapitulation, Page 33. he 
ſays of theſe Terms, They either actually have been, or may 
be meant by ſome Authors, whether the Words be uſed 
<< right or wrong; the evident Senſe of which is, may poſſibly i 
Fat be meant, hut not vightly as the Words of the Libel] ſeem 
to import. Wherefore he ſuppoſes this Clauſe has been inſert- 
ed into the Libel by Miſtake. 

6tHy, He hopes it is not charged as a Fault, that he ſays, 
“ When any, or all of theſe Terms are taken in a Senſe inclu 
* ding the Father's perſonal Property (whether by a right or 
<« wrong Uſe of theſe Words) they cannot in that Senſe be truly 
ec affirmed of the Perſon of the Son of Holy Ghoſt; which is 

what he ſays in his ſaid Papers : And he thinks his Meaning is 
not well repreſented in the Libel, by theſe general and amhi- 
guous Words, And ſo nit belonging to the Sen 

7thly, The Libel alledges he ſaid thete Terms Might be- 
< long to the Son, in {uch a Senſe as included not the perſonal 
Property of the Father.” This he alfo thinks is inſerted by 
Miſtake, becaule he ſays expreſ]y in the ſaid Letter, iv Anſwer 
to the Report about Summus Deus, Then they would truly 
agree. to him(the Son), and in Anſwer to that Report Chriſtus 
<* non eſt ens neceſſarium- they 8 wit, the Terms ens 9 


c £5 independens) would no doubt agree te him, ( te Son)“ 
_ which he repeats in his foreſaid Anſwers. : 

8thly, Tis alledged, He told not what that Senſe was. This 
he takes to be another Miſtake in Fact; becauſe in his ſaid 
Letter, in Anſwer to the Firſt Report, he ſays expreſly, But if 


(the Words Summus Deus) be meant of Chriſt's being the Creator 


and Sovereign Governour of the World, or of the eſſential Per- 


fections that are common to the Father and the Son, then they 


would truly agree to him; and told them (the Students) 


that Pictet manifeſtly took them in this Senſe ;, according to which, 


all bis Arguments were concluſive, which I ſhemed in the particu- 
ar Explication of them. This plainly determines the Senſe in 


which the Words Sammus Deus (which occured to the Deten- 


dant in teaching) will truly agree to the Son; and may alſo 
determine the Senſe in which the other Terms ar Titles do no 
doubt agree to him; Which the Defendant, in his then great 
Affliction and Weakneſs, thought needful to repeat in « Letter 


to his Reverend Brethren, who by Parity of Reaſon could apply 


this to the other Terms. He thought it alſo needleſs to repeat 
it in his foreſaid Anſwers, judging it ſufficient therein to ſhow 
the Reverend Presbytery that their Concluſions followed as 
 Hlainly and juſtly from the Doctrines mentioned in his Letter, as 


trom the Paſſages of our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſm, 
from which the Presbytery in their References inferr'd them. 


Beſides, he did not think himſelf obliged to give a particular 


5 Senſe of ſome Terms that he made no Ule of in Teac ing, they | 


not occurring in Holy Scripture, or our Confeſſion, or in that 


Part of the Syſtem he taught on the Doctrine of the Trinity. 


But find ing that his Reverend Brethren did not take {ſuch No- 
tice of the Senſe given in the foreſaid Paſſage of his Letter, 
as to apply it to the other Terms; that he might undeceive 


them in this Point, he did, in his Repreſentatign given in to 


them the 29th of March laſt, apply the ſame Senſe ta the other 
Terms mentioned, namely, when they are taken to ſignify Eſ- 


ſential Per fections that are common to all the Divine Perſons ; 
So he hopes this Miſtake is fully removed by what is ſaid in 
this and the other als nib Whence it will alſo appear, that his 


obſerving to the Students the different Senſes wherein theſe 


Terms are taken, even y zealous Friends af the Truth, is an 


uſeſul Caution te them; tho' he did not inculcate it upon 
them, unleſs his mentioning it in his three foreſaid Papers be 
called la": | SE 3 
From ene Whole, the Defendant pleads, that there is nothing 
releyant in any, or all the Branches of this Article that is a- 
greeable to what is Fag. 5 
© A Third Allegation is, And further you uſe te affirm, after 
#afiſting on the foreſazd Niſtinction with Reſpeſt to the Self-exiſt- 
ence of the Son, that you myuld take it #5 @ Piece of uſeful 
. | | | | au- 
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Ceutio db Inſtruction, both to you and the Students, if the Pres- 
bytery of Glaſgow would declarr the true Meaning of that Engliſh 
Term of Art, as you thought fit to call it, when it ic to be affirmed of 
the Perſon of the Son; and you ſaid the ſame of the Holy Ghoſt, 

Anſ. iſt. The Defendant humbly thinks theſe Words of the 
Libel, To# «ſed to affirm, after inſiſting on the foreſaid Diſtincti- 
en with Reſpect to the Self-exiſtence of the Son, have crept into 
the Libel by Miſtake. For to his Remembrance, he never but 

once mentioned in teaching, That being of None was the ſame 
that many Authors underſtood by the Word Self-exiſtent, as ſaid 
above. And he only once ſaid, he would take it as a Piece of 
uſeful Caution or Inſtruction, both to himſelf and the Students, 
if the Presbytery of Glaſgow would declare the true Meaning 
Ff that Engliſb Term ot Art, when it is to be affirmed of the 

| Perſon of the Son, or of the Holy Ghoſt ; namely, in his fore- 
{aid Anſwers on g. 3d. So that he neither uſed to affirm, nor 
inſiſt on the foreſaid Diſtin&ion, as the Libel ſays he did. And 
he alſo humbly thinks it is no Fault, that he deſired the Pres- 
bytery of Glaſgow to inſtru& him in the true Meaning of that 


Term, when to be applied as aforeſaid; but was on the con- 
trary a Piece of Jurifah Reſpe& to his Reverend Brethren, and 
Regard to the Truth, that he might learn from them any uſe- 
ful Caution and Inſtruction to himſelf and his Students: Which 
he hadReaſon to hope they would chearfully grant, by explaining. 
to him tkeir own Senſe of a Term which they would have him 
to make Uſe of; while they ſeem to charge it on him as a Fault, 
that he does not determine the Senſe of other Peoples Terms, 
which he does not make Uſe of in teaching. ID 
. His calling the Word Self exiſtent an Engliſh Term of 
rt, ſeems to he charged as, a Crime ; which he humbly con- 
ceives is not relevant, altho he had been miſtaken in calling 
it ſo. Yet ſo far as he has had Occaſion to obſerve the Uſe ef 
this Word in Engliſh Writers, it appears to him to be an En- 
gliſh Term of Art, and, as it ſeems, lately invented, he having 
never, to his Remembrance, read it in any Book printed above 
40 Years ſince, tho' perhaps others may have read it in older 
Books. He likewiſe finds it taken negatively, for being of 
None, by the woſt zealous Friends and able Defenders of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, who underſtood exactly the Engliſh Language. 
Such as the learned and honourable Author of the critical 
Hiſtory of the Creed, Page 64. This Expreſhon of one 
«© God. ——denotes our Faith, That there is but one Eternal, 
Independent, Self-exiſtent God.” Which is underſtood of 
God the Father, as is plain from his Words in the preceeding 
Page, and what follows in this. 3 | 
And Mr. Nelſon's anonymous Friend againſt Dr. Clark, Page 
64. © Again it is ſuppoſed that the Term 9 oy ſignifies the 
<*« Self-exiſtent Being: If the Meaning be, that Self-exiſtence 


18 


. 


<< ing it, is obliged to prove it; ſince others are of Opinion, 
< and with good Reaſon, that it rather relates to the Manner 


of exiſting of the firſt Perſon in the Divine Being, than to 
cc the Nature and Eſſence of the Being it ſelf. —— If through- 


« ly conſidered, it is a poſitive Term, for a negative Idea, 
ce and imports no more than that the Perſon or Subſect, of which 
& it is afhrmed, derives not its Exiſtence from another Per- 
e fon; ſo that the Son, in reſpect of his Divine Nature, may 
cc receive the Names as expreſſing him as Being; and yet they, 


4 who give them him, not incur the Blame of falling into Sa- 


« bellianiſm, or making him Self exiſtent.“ . 

And the Author of ſome Conſiderations againſt Dr. Clark, 
Page 11, 12. cited in Dr. Clark's Anſwers, Page 226— 229. 
4 There may be Emanations neceſſary, tho* not indeed Self- 


d exiſtent, from the one Self-exiſtent Being, — Whatever is In 


« any Manner derived from the Self-exiſtent Being. — muſt 
< be neceſſary. -— The Nature of that Being, who is Self- 
c exiſtent, may be communicated, tho* the Character of Self- 


hae exiſtence cannot: Which is no more than to ſay, the Nature 


< of the Father may be communicated, tho' the paternal Cha- 


F rader and Relation cannot. -—- Self-exiftence is not proper- 
©. ly the Nature of God, nor a primary Attribute of his Eſſence, 


cc but only 2 Mode of Subſiſtence. 


* 


< cionites and the Manichees after them held two Self-exiſtent 
„ Principles.” 5 


Dr. Weterland's firſt Defence of Queries, Page 121. &c Here 


are ſeveral Miſtakes. Iſt, The Idea of ſimple Eternity is 
cc not the ſame with that of Neceſſary-exiſtence; Nor 2. Is it the 


ce {ame both with Neceſſary-exiſtence and "Self-exiftence, ſup- 


cc poſing it were the ſame with the former. Page 122. The 


de ideas of Neceſſary-exiſtence and Self-exiſtence -—- are not the 
te ſame Ideas. Ariſtotle and Plato ſuppoſed the World, Cc.— 
<« to be neceſſary, but not Self-exiſtent. Something like this 
< has been conſtantly believed by the Chriſtian Church, in. 


ce reſpect of the aoy@--And Page 223. You argue, if the Son be 


« Eternal, he is Neceſſarily-exiſting, which 1 allow: And it. 
ce Neceſſarily-exifting, then Self-exiſtent, which I deny: And 
cc you cannot prove. Margin of that ſame Page, the Dr. Cites 


c from Alexander Biſhop of Alexandria. Neither Was, nor 


Always, nor Before the Ages or Worlds, is the ſame with 
Unbegotten. This (ſays Dr. Vaterland) was ſaid in Oppo- 


ce ſition to the Arians, who were willing to confound the Idea 
«© of Eternity, and of Neceſſary-exiſtence, with Self-exiftence. 
« And Page 124. Foot Margin, He calls it Dr, Clark's Lead- 
ce ing Fallacy, that the Son cannot be ſtrictly and effentially God, 
* unleſs he be Self-exiſtent and Uncriginate in every Senſe. 
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eis an effential Part of the idea of Being, the Perſonfafirm- 


Dr. Calamy's Sermons on the Trinity, Page 250. © The Mar. 


being «nbegotten and being a Creature.” 


3 1 
% Page 137, 138. In explaining theſe Words of Novation, His 


engem ſit genitus a Patre, ſemper eſt in Patre ; ſemper au- 
tem fit dico, ut non innatum ſed natum probem, ſays, There 


might be ſome then, as well as now, who knew not how to 
«. diſtinguiſh between Eternity and Self-exiſtence. The Sa- 
<« belzens, in particular, might pretend that the Son being 
Eternal, muſt be the Self-exiftent Father himſelf. Page 


cc 371. 1 never pretend that Self-exiſtence is an eſſential : 


% Character of God. Vou might have conſidered, that we 


ce deny it abſolutely; we ſuppoſe it negative and relative; 


c and call it a perſonal Character. And downwards, he calls 


<« Self;exiſtence an equivocal Word. 2d Defence, Page 48, 49. 


© The Arzans pretended —— That the Son mult be either an- 
© begotten or a Creature: And he cites a Paſſage of Alexander 
<< Biſhoo of Alexandria, who ſays, That betwixt theſe Two comes 
© za the intermediate only begotten Nature of God the Word, 


«© oy whim the Father made all Things out of nothing, to which 


the Dr. aſſents, underſtanding by Nature, Perſon. And 


© blames his Antagoniſts for borrowing their main Principle 


«© from the Arians —— That God the Sen cannot be God in the 


proper Senſe, unleſs he be Unoriginate and Self-exiſtent as the 
ce unbegotten Father himſelf; there being, as you conceive, no 
rnnedium between Selfexiſtence, in the higheſt Senſe, and 


< precarious Exiſtence, that is, in plain Words, — between 


5 A ND now in the Laſt Place, The Defendant does offer 


the following Grounds of Exculpation, againſt the 


eraves he may be allowed a Proof, viz. That in Regard the Li- 
bel is founded, in a great Meaſure, upon the Emiſſion of Words 


alledged to have been uttered, at a great Diſtance of Time, 
without condeſcending upon the particular Occaſion, Subject, 


or full Connection of the Diſcourſe upon which they were ſo e- 
mitted; and, that the particular Expreſſions, and the Connecti- 
on of them, may eaſily have eſcaped the Memory of the Wit- 
neſſes: That therefore he may be allowed a conjunct Proof, or 
a preferable Proof, for Exculpation, upon every Allegation con- 
tained in the Libel, which relates to his Expreſſions uttered in 
Teaching or Speaking; that thereby the whole Strain and Im- 
port of ſuch Expreſſions may fully appear; which is the only 
Rule by which the Defendant's Sentiments can be meaſured or 
judged, And when that is allowed him, he offers to prove, 
That any Expreſſions contained in the Libel, that were deli- 
berately uttered by him, which, ſeparately taken, might ap- 
pear unſafe or impertinent, will, when the whole Strain of his 
Diſcaurſe at the Time is conſidered, appear fafe, blameleſs, and 
— — — agree- 
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whole Charge contained in the Libel, and of which he 
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agreeable to the Holy Scriptures, our Confeſſion of Faith and 
Catechiſms. . $24 be HO I as | 45 a 
*"2d}y, In regard the Libel does not alledge, That th&Defen-- 
 dant did habitually, or at ſeveral Times, utter ſuch Expreſſi - 
ons in Speaking or Teaching, ſo that an Expreſſion might poſ- 
ſibly have fallen inadvertently from him in the Courſe of Speak- 
Ing or Teaching; eſpecially conſidering his late (at that Lime): 
great Weakneſs and bodily Indifpoſition : That therefore, in 
order to redargue, that any ſuch Expreſſions, if perchance ut- 
tered, were the Defendant's ſettled and deliberate Sentiments, 
be may be allowed to prove, That he uſually, in his Teaching, 
explains the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity in ſuch Terms, as 
are ſtrictly agreeable to the Holy Scriptures; namely, in the 
— Words of our Confeſſton and Catechiſms: which, it is ho- 
ped, will ſufficiently ſhow, that no Regard ought to be had to 
any ſuch Expreſſion, as is capable of an ill Meaning, that might 
have eſcaped him; which human Frailty, in a Courſe of 
Speaking or Teaching upon nice and important Points, cannot 
avoid. e EOS 5 | | | | 
Upon the whole Matter, ſeeing that the Libel, as given out 
to the Defendant to anſwer, does not mention any definite Place 
where the Expreſſions. charged in the Libel were uttered 3 That 
It does not lay the Charge within the Compaſs of one certain 
Year, as is done in all Criminal Libels, and ought much more 
to be ſo done in a Libel for the Emiſſion of Words ; That it is 
not alledged, that the Defendant did habitually, or at ſeveral 
Times in Teaching or Speaking, utter the Expreſſions libelled ; 
That the Libel includes a great Space of Time, in which there 
was no fame clamoſa, or a particular Accuſer for the Expre(- 
ſions ſaid to be uttered within that Time, contrary to the 
Rules of the Church in the Form of Proceſs; That the Libel 
does not expreſs the particular Texts of Scripture, or the Parts 
in our Confeſſion and Catechiſms, to which the Expreſſions con- 
tained in the Lihel are repugnant, as was err N and ob- 
ſerved in Mr. Webſter's Caſe; That the Defendant has fully 
own in his Anſwers, that ſome Part of the CHO is neither 
_ repugnant to the Holy Scriptures, nor the Doctrine of this 
Church, nor tends to undermine or ſhake the Belief of the 
ſame ; That he owns, that other Parts of the Charge are not 
his Sentiments, but if perhaps the Words were uttered, that it 
might be an Eſcape of the Witneſſes in Hearing, or of him in 
Speaking; That he offers to prove in his Exculpation, that ſuck 
of the Words in the Charge, as were deliberately uttered by 
him, will appear blameleſs, when the whole Strain and Con- 
nection of his Diſcourſe at the Time is conſidered ; That he al- 
ſo offers to prove in his Exculpation, that he uſually in Teach- 
ing, explains the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, in ſuch Terms 
as are agreeable to the Holy Scriptures, namely, in the > 
rds 
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Words@f our Confeſſion and Ae : Tr is theref6re hum- 


bly hop, that the Reverend Presbytery will find, That the 


Libelas altogether irrelevant, or that it is elided by th- above 


Defences and Anſwers; or that the Grounds of Exculpation ef- 


fered are relevant to exculpate him from the Charge laid a- 


At leaſt, in caſe the Presbytery ſhall find, That there yet re- 
mains any Relevancy, in any of the Articles of the Libel, thas 


they will point out the ſpecial Articles, which they judge to be 
relevant, with their ſpecial Reaſons, and the particular Paſlages 


of Holy Seriptures, Confeſſion and Catechiſms, which uch 
Articles do impugn, deny, undermine, or ſhake the Belief f; 


or the particular Opinions and Expreſſtons contained in the Li- 


bel, which are uſed by Adverſaries in an unſrund Senſ», or 


Hypotheſes that tend more to Strife than Edification ;, that ſo 


the Defendant, from a ConviRtion of his Error (it any b e) may 
correct it. And in all Events the Defendant pleads. That it 


may be reſerved intire to him to be heard againſt the Proof, if 
any be thought needful ; and that he may be allowed to explain 


| ſuch Expreſſions as may caſt up upon the roof, or may be ex- 


cepted againſt in his foreſaid Defences. Accorping ro 
Jos rie, and the known Methods obſerved in all Libels,when 
any Perſon is accuſed for the Emiſſion of Words. | 
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Particular Grotinds : of Exculpation offered by 


Mr. JouN S1MSON, againſt the Libel ex- 
. hibited againſt him, now lying before the Re- 
verend Presbytery of Glaſgow, which he offer 5 
20 owe by Witneſſes adduced for proving the 
Libeb. ET ea 


ied thee Defendant did uſually, and within the Time 


contained in the Libel, teach as his own Fudgment. and 


recommend as Goſpel Truth, the expreſs Words of the Articles of 
the Confeſſion of Faith, oppoſed to the Articles charged in the 


Libel, viz. He taught, that our Bleſſed Lord Feſus Chrift the 


Son of God, the ſecond Perſon of the moſt glorious and ado- 


rable Trinity, is very and eternal God, of one Subſtance and e- 
qual with the Father, and that in the Unity of the Godhead 
there be Three Perſons, of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity, 
God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Ghoſt ;, the Fa- 
ther being of None, neither _ nor proceeding ;. the 25 

eters 
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eternally begotten of the Father, 754 the Hoy Ghoſt etqnally 
proceeding from the Father and the Son: Which Three Benſon b 
are one true Eternal God, the ſame iu Subſtance, equal in 

Power and Glory, altho diſtinguiſhed by their perſonal Proper - 

ties aforeſaid. _ * 8 5 . 
24h, That in Teaching the Equality of the Son with the Fa- 
ther, he ſhewed, That he had Life in himſelf as the Father 


Had, that is, that he was inſinite, eternal and unchangeable, in 
his Being, Wiſdem. Power, Holineſs, Juſtice, cn and o- 
ther Divane Perfectious; and confirmed the Truth o 


9 3 all theſe 
eſſential Divine Perfections that are mentioned by Profeſſor 


Pictet, in his Second Book, from Chap. 13. to the End of that 


Book, where he treats of the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, which 


is the Syſtem the Defendant teaches on that Subject: And he 


refers it to the Mitneſſes, whether they ever heard him deny or 
impugn any of the Articles above-mentioned. And ſuch an Ex- 


culpation having been admitted as relevant to elide the Libel 
in Mr. IWWebfter's Caſe, both by the Committee for Purity of 
Doctrine, and by the General Aſſembly 1717, and allowed pre - 
ferable Probation 3 the Defendant hopes, from the Juſtice of the 
Reverend Presbytery, that they will admit it as relevant to 
elide the Libel, and allow it preferable Probation in this Caſe. 
34h, But, ex ſuperabundante, the Defender adds, That he 
offers to prove by the ſaid Witneſles, that within the Time 
mentioned in the {aid Libel, he did refute the ſeveral Branches 
of the Arian Hereſy; namely, That the Son of God is created 


or made out of nothing, that there was a Time when he was not, 


that he was a changeable and precarious Being, and the like. In 
Oppoſition to which the Defendant taught, That the glorious Son 


of God was neither created nor made, but was the only begot- 


ten Son ef Ged, eternally begitten of him, without any Beginning 
of his Duration, of one Subſtance with the Father, endued with 


the ſame eſſential infinite Perfectians with him, which he has 


mani feſted by his creating all 1hings in Heaven and Earth, vi- 


ſible and inviſible, &c. and upholding all Things by the Word of 


his Power, which declares him to be by Nature infinitely above 
all created. precaricus and centingent Beings whatſoever, as is 
God the Father, with whom the Son and Holy Ghoſt are ene God, 
thy diftint Perſens frim him, being diſtinguiſhed by their per- 
nal Properties aforeſaid. | Ta 
And ſeeing the tefendant uſually teaches the above mention- 
ed Truths, as his Nx d Opinion, any Expreſſion that might be ut- 
tered by him. inconſiitent with them, he diſclaims; and pleads 


that any ſuch Expreſſion ought to be conſtructed, either as an 
Eſcape in Hearing or Speaking; eſpecially ſeeing it is not alled- 


ged in the Libel, That he uttered the Expreſſions therein char- 


ged oftner than once 


8 10. Siusox. | 
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The Depofittons of the Witneſſes. 


| __ Glaſgow, April 19th, 1727. 
R. JAMES SLOSS Preacher of the Goſpel, reſid- 
ing in Glaſgow aged 28 Years, unmarried, Gc- 
Depones, That during the Time libelled, he was 


I. wit. 


preſent at Profeſſor Simſon's Leſions one Day, which, as he re- 
members, was in ſome of the Months of October, November. or 


December 1725; and alſo, That he attended his Leſſons for 
ſome Years before that Time, but with the Interruption of three 


Years betwixt and that ſaid Day: And Depones, That he heard 


_ the Profeſſor that ſaid Day teaching upon the Doctrine of the 


Eternity of the Son of God; and, that he heard him then uſe 


or advance Propoſitions on that Subject, different from, and 
contrary to what he formerly heard him advance when teaching 
on that Subject (as the Deponent thought :) Depones, That to 
the beſt of his Remembrance, he heard the Profeſſor advance 
the following Propoſitions, viz. Pater, or Deas Pater fuit ante 
Filium, or Deum Filium, non tempore ſed cauſalitate: Then the 
Profeſſor added (whether immediately or not, the Deponent 
cannot be poſitive, or whether there was à Sentence or Two in- 
terveened) theſe Words, Ni ſupponamus Deum non poſſe creare 
ab eterno: Depones, That in the former Vears, when tlie De- 
ponent heard the Profeſſor teach, the ſaid Profeſſor gave the 
following Caution, viz. That the Term Perſon, when applied 
to the Blefſed Trinity in the Godhead, was not to be taken pre- 


ciſely in the ſame Senſe as when ſpoken of Creature; and, that 
he does not remember, that the Proteflor gave, or had Occaſi- 


on to give that Caution when he heard him laſt, De ceteris 7g- 


norat. Cauſa ſrientiæ patet: And this is the Truth, as he ſhall” 


anſwer to God. 


a 


Being interrogate, at the Profeſſor's Deſire, If he heard him 


the ſaid Day above deponed on, teach, T hat Chriſtus, aut Filius 
Dei fuit genitus ab eterno? Depones, That the Profeſſor then 
expreſſed a great many Orthodox Propoſitions, and a great 
many that the Deponent thought not ſo; and as to the parti- 


_ cular Propoſition in the Queſtion, the Deponent cannot declare 
upon Oath, That he heard the ipſilſima verba of it: Depones, 


That he can remember none of the Terms the Profeſſor uſed a- 
nent that Propoſition. Being interrogate, it the Profeſſor that 
Day uſed the following Argument for proving the eternal Gene- 
ration of the Son, viz. Sz ſupponatur Deum Patrem non 15 
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tuiſſe generare Filium ab eterno e Patrem aliqhnmdin 
debaifſs exiſtere, ut capax redderetur generandi Filium; quod evi- 
denter abſurdum eft ?  Depones, That he does not remember 
the ſame, And this is alſo the Truth as he ſhall anſwer te 
God. Being further interrogate for the Profeſſor, If the Pro- 
feſſor yttered the above Propyfitions deponed on, viz. Pater 
or Deus Pater fuit ante Filium, Oc. and Ni ſupponamus, Cc. 
as his own Opinion or the Opinion of others ? Depones, That 
he took it to be delivered as the Profeſſor's own Opinien. And 
this is alſo the Truth, t ſupra. T9 SLOT 
TAC SM 6-4 e CCG Ja. Rozz' Moderator, 


April 20, 1727. © 
II. Wits R. JAMES RITCHIE Probationer, reſiding 
| 1 in thePariſh of Campſie, aged 25 Vears, Ge. 
Depones, That he heard Proteſſor Siſon ſeveral Times teach 
in the Divinity Hall of the College of Glaſgow in the Month 
of December 1725, and ſom? Times in January, February and 
March 1725. and alſo heard him teach ſeveral Seſſions pre- 
ceedin that Time; and that he was not teaching upon the 
Subject of the Trinity directly, to the Deponent's hearing, fl 
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i when he explained the Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith, 80 
1 wherein it is contained, or the Chapters of the Syſtem or Sy- I tl 
| ſtems he taught that Year on that Point, and that any Thing t] 
4 he heard of that Subject, were only Hints of the ſame, which 

p occahonly were given on other Points of Divinity, and that 

6 the Doctrines which he heard in theſe Hints were not different 

Fl (as ke thought) from what he had heard the Profeſſor teach in II 
1 former Years; but whether the Arguments he had made uſe of 

#1 in ſome of theſe Hints were the ſame that he made uſe of 9 
j formerly. the Deponent cannot be politiye : Depones, That in tl 
I the Years he attended, preceeding the Time libelled, the Pro- al 


feſſor gave the following Caution, viz. That the Term Perſon, 
when applied to the Bleſſed Three in the Godhead, was not to be S1 


taken, preciſely in the ſame Senſe as when ſpoken of Creatures; ul 
but did not hear him give that Caution in the Year 1725, the be 
Profeſſor not being on that Subject when the Dponent attended: 4 
Depones, That he heard an Argument made uſe of by one of hi 
the Students, and propoſed to the Profeſſor, whereof the Con- | 4: 
cluſion was, Then the Son is Dependent; to which the Profeſſor 
anſwered, That the Terms Dependent and Independent could Ne 
ot be properly applied to the Relations of the Divine Perſons. nc 
Being Interrogate for the Profeſſor, Whether or not he heard | io 

the Profeffor teach as his Opinion, that the Son of God the ſe- of 
cond Perſon of the Trinity, was very and eternal God, of one ne 
Subſtarice, and equal with the Father: Depones, That he 3a 

_ keard the Profefſor aſſęert, That the three Divine Perſuns were P; 
of ene Subſtance, Power and Eternity, and that he had that Ex- Jo 


* 1 : . 
pretiog 


Nee are equal in AT and Glory ; that is, Infinite, 
Eternal, Tnchangeable in their Being, Wiſdom, Power, Holineſs, 
Feeſtice, Goodneſs, and other Divine Perfections, and that he ad- 
ded from that Text in the Second Pſal. Iwill declare the De- 
cree, then art my Son this Day I have begotten thee ; This Text 
proves, that the Son is as ancient as the Decree, that is, Eter- 
nal. And Depones, That the above Expreſſions were uttered 
in December 1725, or ſome of the Months of January, Febru- 
ary or March i925, when the Profeſlar was teaching. on the 
Eight Chapter f the Confeſſion of Faith. Being interrogate, if 
he heard the Profeſſor aſſert. That all the Divine Perfections 

belonged to the three Perſons of the God-head ? Depones, Th 

he heard the Profeſſor aſſert, when explaining the foreſai 
Chapter of our Conteſſion of Faith, That there was nothing af< 
firmed of the Father, but what ought to be, or ſhould be affirmed 
of the Son, except the Fathers Perſonal Property, which is incoma 
municable, Being interrogate, if or not he heard the Profeſ- 
for uſe this Argument, That from created Perſons having each 
a different Subſtance, we could nat infer or conclude that each _ 
Divine Perſon behoved to have a different Subſtance, becauſe 
the Subſtance of ereated Perſons was finite, and the Divine 
Subſtance was immenſe ? Depones, That he has heard him uſe 
that Argument. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet. De ceteris ignorat. And 
this is the Truth as he ſhall anſwer to God 1 
Vn Es = IA. RitTCHIE. 
Ia. RogE Moderator. 


III. Wit. R. EDWARD BOY D Student of Divinity 
5 in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, aged 22 Years, 
Cc. Depones t hat he has attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons in 
the Divinity-hall of the College of Glaſgow, ſince Ockober 1725, 
and a Seſſion or two before that Time : Depones, That he 
thinks the Profeſſor altered his Method of Teaching upon the 
Subje& of the Bleſſed Trinity, ſince October 1725, from what he 
uſed in the Years preceeding: Depones, That the Profeſſor 
being the Time libelled teaching the Chap. de creatione in Mar- 
tii medulla Theologiæ Chriſtiane, that the Sentence, Non tamen 
hic potuit ab eterno creari, quia ens eternum eſt neceſſarium & in- 
dependens, the Profeſſor ſhewed himſelf diſſatisfied with the 
Argument; and added or ſaid, Chriſtus eſt eternus, ſed nen ens 
neceſſarium, or non neceſſario exiſtit, or non neceſſarius eſt. Does 
not mind which of the Expreſſions, but is poſitive the Profeſ- 
ior uſed one of them: And Depones, That the ſaid Argument 
of Mark is again& the eternity of the World, and that he does 
not remember the Words the Profeſſor ſhewed his Diſſatis- 
action with the ſaid Argument by: Depones, That when the 
Hrofeſſor was teaching on the Chap. in Mark, de Triuitate, Parag. 
3» on theſe Words, vix. Eas perſonas convenre, tum in und * 
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At, of 
tia quam per homoouſion expreſſerunt Niceni, 1 the 
Profe ſſor ſay, That we were not to underſtand by Mmoouſion, 
either a Numerical or Specifical Eſſence; for if Numerical, 
then it would be Sabellianiſin, and if Speciheal, then it would 
make Three Gods; but that it was falrs effentia que admittit 


tres perſonas & unum Deum. But whether the Profeſſor gave Ii: 


that Remark on the Ho moouſion, as his own Judgment, or of 
the Nicene Fathers, he does not remember; but thinks that the 


Profeſſor expreſſed the ſaid Words, That it was talis eſſentia que 


ad mittit, &c. as his own Opinion; and the Deponent does not 


remember, that the Profeſſor gave any Name to, or attempted 
to give any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs Depones, 


That he heard the Profeſſor aſſert, That the Three Perſons 


were all indeed one Gov, and had all the ſame Infinite Divine 


Perfectiens; but does not remember to have heard the Profeffor 
add, That whether the Subjett of theſe Perfections was different 
was a Metaphyſical Queſtion we need not determine. WT 

Being interrogate for the Profeſſor ; Depones, That the 


Time libelled, he heard him teach upon the ſecond Chap. of 


the Confeſſion of Faith the Doctrines therein, in the Words of 
the ſaid Confeſſion, and he heard him teach them as his own 
Judgment, ſo far as he remembers : Depones, That he heard 


the Profeſſor upon the 2d Parag. of the 8th Chap. of the faid 


Confeſſion, and heard him explain. the ſaid Paragraph x De- 
pones, He does not remember his Explication, but was pretty 
well ſatisfied with it at the Time : And Depones further, T hat 


the Profeflor paſſed by the Words One Subſtance, without ſay- 


ing one Word on it, ſo as he remembers. Being further inter- 


rogate, If upon Mark's Argument, mentioned in the former 


Part of this Depoſition, he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That that 
Argument was not good againſt Ariſtotle and other Philo- 
ſophers; Depones, That he did not mention Ariſtotle or any 


other Philoſopher to his Remembrance, in the laſt Seſſion of the 


College; but this Seſſion he did quarrel the fame Argument as 


inſufficient againſt Ariſtotle: And Depones, That he did not 


give the ſame Reaſon for it this Year as he did in the 

former. to the Deponent's Remembrance. Cauſe ſcientiæ patet. 

De ceteris igncrat. And this is the Truth, Cc. 

1 ; Es: Ep w. Boyd. 
Ja. RoBREH Moderator. 


IR. ALEXANDER DUN CAN, student of Divini- 


IX Wit. 
| ty in theUniverſity of Glaſgow,aged 23 Vears, Cc. 


Depores, hat he attended the Profeſſor's Leſſons in the Col- 
lege of Gla/g-w for ordinary, from about the End of November 
172% till rear the End of that Seſſion; That he has attended 
only about Yhree Afternoons this Seſſion: And Depones, * 


\ a8. - mah, RET - 


wes 


8 N KA & 


he attend the ſaids Leſſons for Three Seſſions preceeding the 


{a;zd Seſſion which began in October in the ſaid Year 1725: And 
Depones, That he was not preſent when the Profeſſor taught 


ſome Chapters in Pictet; But from what he remembers the Pro- 


feſſor taught on that Subject, he thinks he did alter his teach- 
Jing upon the Subject of the Trinity, from what he had done 


in former Years, preceeding the ſaid Month of November 1725: 


Depones, That in the ſaids former Years, the Profeſſor, when 


explaining the Term Perſon, in Relation to the foreſaid Sub- 
ject, gave the following Caution, viz. Perſona non hic ſumitur 
eadem ſenſu, ac quando applicatur hominibus, ſed ſenſu ana- 
lagico. But in the latter End of the Year 1725, he gave no ſuch 
Caution, nor ſince to his Remembrance: Depones, About the 
End of the ſaid Year 1725, or in ſome or other of the Months, 
toward the Beginning of the Year 1726, a Student propound- 
ed a Diftculty, which he thought aroſe from ſomething the 
Profeſſor had taught; and in urging the ſame, the Deponent 


remembers the Queſtion concerning Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiftence 
ember the Way in which 
it was propoſed, viz. Whether directly, or by Inference: De- 


came to be handled ; but does not 


pones. (as he thinks) The Profeſſor ſaid in Anſwer to this, Ve 
do not know; Or, That it was a Thing we know nothing a- 
bout; Or other Words which the Deponent is certain did bear 
no other neceſſary Meaning. Depones, That the Proteffor when 
ſpeaking to the foreſaid Student, did {ay ſome Term or Terms 
which the Student uſed on this Occaſion were impertinent ; 
hut dares not condeſcend on any Thing more particular with 
Reſpect to the Terms uſed. Depones, That the Profeſſor, the 
Time libelled, when he had read in Profeſſor Maris Compend, 
the Chap. de creatione, and the Firſt Argument uſed by the 


ſaid Author for proving the Werld could not have exiſted from 


Eternity, viz. Ens eternum eſt neceſſarium, found Fault with 
the ſame; and to make good what he had aflerted in the Chal- 
lenge, aſſerted, according to the beſt of the Deponent's Re- 
membrance, Cbriſtus ef eternus, non tamen neceſſarius; but 
is not poſitive theſe are the exact Words the Profeſſor uttered, 


and this was uttered the Seſſion of the College preceeding this 


preſent Seſſion. 


Being interrogate for the Profeſſor: Depones, That he heard : 


him teach upon the ſecond Paragraph of the 8% Chapter of 
the Confeſſion of Faith, That the Sen of Gd, the Second Perſon 
of the Trinity, is Very and Eternal God, of one Subſtance, and 
equal with the Father; and taught it with Satisfaction, as the 
Deponent thought. Cauſa ſcientirx patet. De ceteris norat. 
And this is the Truth, Co. | 
e Al Ex. DUNCan. 
II. Roms Moderator. 
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VI. Wit. M* WILLIAM BROWN, Student of Divinity 


— 8 
n — 


80 


y. wit. Mwn en DENNISTON, Stiudent gf Divini: 


ty in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, aged/25 Years, 


Oc. De ones, That he has attended Profeſſor Simſen's Leſſons 


in the College of Glaſgow, ſometime ſince October 1725, and 
attended the ſaid Leflons Fixe Seſſions of Teaching preceed- 


ing that Time: Depones, That there was one Parti ular 


wherein he thought the Profeſſor altered his Way of teach- 
ing, ſince the ſaid Month of October, from what he had obſerv- 


ed him do formerly, anent the Doctrine of the Trinity: De- 
pones, That in the Years preceeding the faid Seſſion, 
which began in October 1725, the Profeſſor uſed to give 


the following Caution, vit. That the Term Perſon, when ap- 
plied to the Bleſſed Three in the Godhead, was nct to be 
taken preciſely in the - ſame Senſe as when ſpoken of Crea- 
tures: Depones, That laſt Year he was not preſent when 
the Profeſſor taught in his ordinary Courſe on the Doarine 
of the Trinity, and ſo knows not whether he then gave it 
or not; and, that he was preſent this Seſſion, but does not re- 
member whether the Profeſſor gave the ſaid Caution, when 


teaching on that Subject or not; and remembers not that ever 


he heard him give that Caution ſince the ſaid Month of Odo. 
ber 1725 : Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor this cſſion 
give it as his own Opinion, that the Three Perſons in the Iri. 
nity are not to be ſaid to be either numerically or ſpecifically One 
in Eſſence; and, that he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That it was 


ſuch an Oneneſs as included Three Perſons, and excluded Three 


Gods; and, that he heard him give no Name to, or attempted 

to give no other Notion of that Oneneſs, beſides what the De. 

ponent has above- mentioned: And depones, That the Profeſſor 

uttered the above Propoſitions in Latin. Cauſa ſcientie patet, 

De ceteris ignorat. And this is the Truth, Gc. 5a 

88 | Wirriam BROWN. 
Ja. RoBs Medr. 


April 21. 1727 


in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, aged 24 Year 

Oc. depones, That he has attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſo 
in the College of Glaſgow, ſometimes ſince the latter End o 
December 1725, but has not attended this Seſhon ; but that ht 
attended ſeveral Seſſions preceeding the Time libelled : De 
pones, That the Month of December 1725, or thereby, there 
being an Objection made by a Student to the Profeſſor, wher 
the Profeſſor was prelecting on that Chapter of the Confeſſin 
of Faith about Religions Worſhip, to the beſt of the Deponent's 
Remembrance; upon which the Profeſſor was ſpeaking of th: 
Son's deriving his Perfections (as the Deponent remembers! 
from the Father; whereupon the Objector ſaid to the Pro: 
_ _feſlor 


81 
feſſog That he was a little diftculted as to what the Profeſſyr 
was (Tying: The I rofcflor replied, here is your Difficulty? 


To which he Objector anſwered, to the beſt of the op print | 


Remembrance, That that way of >peaking ſeemed to dero ate 
from the Son's Independency. Lo which the Frofeffor replied, 


That if Independeicy, or the Word Independent, (the. De- 


3 minds rot which, but is poſitive it was one of them 
e taken in ſuch a Senſe as to include the perſonal Property of 


the Father, it could not be applied to the on. he Objector 
inſiſted, That if the Son was not Independent in the ſame enſe 


in which the Father was, he could not ſee that he could he 


_ Neceſſarily-exiſtent; Lo wh <h the Proſeſſor replied; Theſe 


Terms are impertinent, and not at all to be uted in ſpeaking 


ol the Trinity; or Words to that Purp;ſes The Objector ad- 


ded, And if the Son be not Neceſſar:1y-exiſtent, it is poſſible 
he might never have had a Being Lo which the Profeſſor (aid, 
We know not theſe Things; of, we know not whether he 


might have had a Being or not; but is nt peſitive which of 


the, it was, but, to the beit of his Remembrance, it was ons 
of them: Depones, That the Lime libelled, and Flace to 
which the Libel by the interiocutor is reitrited, he being in 
Converſation with tone roteſſor, upon the Head of the Trinity, 


be heard the Protetfor ſay, That in the 1rmzty there were 
Three zutelligent Agents or Agencies: Which the rofeſſor 


further explaiuing, the Deponent replied, That, according to 
what the Profeſſor had ſaid, there muit like wiſe be 4pree Be- 


nge: Jo which, as the Deponent beſt remembers. the Fro- 


fefor ſaid; NY doubt of that, or, Certainly there muſt, or 


Words to that Purpoſe : Depones, 1 hat this Converſation was 


in the Profeflor's own Room in the College, and that the 


Deponent's Brother, Mr. David Brown, was preſent the 
whole Time, and Mr. Lewis Chapman came in the lime of 


the Converſation; and, that the ſame was about the latter End 
of March 1726, as he beſt remembers. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet. 


De ceteris ignorat. And this is the Truth, Oc. 


WILL. BROWN. | 
Witt. Dove Medr. p. t. 


VII. Wit. V JAMES BAIN, student of Divinity, 
aged 18 Years, Depones, That he has at- 


tended Profeſſor Simſin's Leflons in the College of Glaſg:w, 
frequently ſince ſome Time in November 1725, but never be- 
fore that Seſſion: Depones, 1 hat the ime libelled he thinks, 
to the beſt of his Remembrance, he has heard the Troteflor 


lay, That in the Trinity there are Three intelligent Beings. 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, V hat ime it was he 


heard theſe Expreſſions ? a T bat he cannot be poſitive 
| | 4. Ts | a3 
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as to the preciſe Time, but that it was ſometime in the Feſſion, 
beginning in October 1725, Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, Dc. © 
| JAMES Bain. 
| WiLL. LOVE Modr. p. t. 


VIII. Wit. R. DOUGAL ALLAN, Student of 
5 Divinity, aged 23 Years, Depones, That he 
attended Profeiſor Simſon's Leſſons in the College of Glaſgow, 
the lait Week of February, and the whole Month of March 
1726, and ſince the latter End of December laſt, and never heard 
him on the ubject of the Trinity, except on the Eighth Chap, 


of the Confeſſion of Faith; and ſo ignorat on the whole Libel. 


Being interrogate for the Defender, Profeſſor Sim ſon, De- 
nes, That this Seſſion he heard him teach on the #th Chap. 
of the Confeſſion of Faith, and heard him teach the Doctrine 
contained in that Chapter; and heard him ſay nothing to make 
the Deponent doubt that it was the Profeſſor's own Opinion. 
Cauſa ſcieutiæ patet, Cc. „ 5 
| ES | Dou AL Arran 
WII I. Le VE Moder. pr f. 


IX. Wit. MIR. WILLIAM BOYD, Student of Divi- 


1 nity, aged 22 Years, Depones, That he at- 
tended Profeſſor's Simſon's Leſſons in the College of Glaſpow 
frequently ſince about the Middle of December 1725, and 
three Seſſions prececding that Time: Depones, That in 
the ſaid former Years he heard the Profeſſor give the follow- 
ing Caution, That the Term Perſon was not to be underſtood. 
en the ſame Senſe preciſely when applied to the Bleſſed Trinity, 
as when applied to Creatures: Did not hear him give it ſince 
the {aid Month of December 1725, not being preſent when 
the Profeſfor was teaching on the Subject of the Trinity: De- 
pones, That the Profeſſor (as the Deponent remembers) in ex- 
plaining that Chap. of ther Confeſſion of Faith. concerning Re- 
ligious Worſhip and the Sabbath Day, ſeemed to ſay ſomething, 
which a certain Student thought inconſiſtent with the Son's 
Indepsndency and MNeceſſary-exiſtence, who accordingly pro- 
poſed to him this Difficuſty or Queſtion, Whether or not that 
ieemed to derogate from the Son's Independency ? The Pro- 
feſſor anſwered, ſuſt as you underſtand the Word Independent; 


and ſo he diſtinguiſhed the Meaning of it, juſt as in the Pro- 


feſlor's Letter and Anſwers to the Presbytery's References, 
which Letter and Anſwers the Deponent has ſeen and read: 
Depones, That the Profeſſor ſaid, That the Words Dependent 
and Independent were very improper and ambigucus, becauſe 
crdinarily ſpoken of Creatures, and ſo not fit to be uſed with 


Reſpe& to the Perſons of the Trinity, or to expreſs their per- 


ſona! Relations by. The Student replicd, In whatever Senſe 
| | | We 


83 


it, if he were not Independent, he could not be Ne- 


we N 
ceſſari R. exiſtent. To the belt of the Deponent's Remembrance, 


the Profeſſor began his Anſwer with theſe Words, Now, how do 
you know that ? (but is not politive) Howeyer, in Regard that 
theſe Words were only introductory to ſome other Things that 
followed in the Anſwer, the Deponent cannot ſay that. theſe 
Words (thus ſtanding ſeparate from what followed) were the 
full and complete Anſwer to the Difficulty. The Student re- 

plied, Then, Sir, it is poſſible the Son might not have been, 
and the Father might have been without him. The Profeflor 
{poke firſt ſomething to this, which the Deponent has for- 
got; but the laſt Thing he ſpoke with Relation to this, 
was preciſely theſe Words, But the true Anſwer to it is this, 
That is a Philoſophical Nicety, which we knew nothing about: 
Depones, That the Time libelled, he heard the Profeſſor, 


about the Middle of December 1725, ſay, That the Per- 
ſons of the Trinity were indeed all One God, that is, have 


all the ſame Infinite Divine TOI 4 but whether the 
Subject of theſe Perfections be different, was another Que- 
ſtion, and perhaps too Metaphyſical for us to determine: 
Depones, That he alſo heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the 
Perſons of the Trinity were indeed repreſented to us in 


Scripture as diſtinct intelligent Agents, and that they had 


certainly a diſtin& perſonal Agency, otherwiſe we behoved to 
ſay, That the Father was incarnate, and ſuffered as well as 
the Son. And Depones, That he never heard (to the Depo- 
nent's Remembrance) the Profeſſor ſay, That the Three Perſons 
of the Trinity were Three diſtin Beings. Cauſa ſcientiæ pa- 
tet, Re. EY | | N 


WII I. BOYD. 


WIL I. LOVE Moder. p. 1. 


X. Wit. [WILLIAM LANGFORD Student of Divinity, 
| aged 22 Years, Depones, That he has attended 


Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons ſince October 1725, but not before; 
W That he heard a Student, Mr. William Brown, pro- 


pole an Objection to the Profeſſor, to this Purpoſe, vi. 
of theſe Words were uſed, or if both were mentioned, the 
Deponent is not politive) he might not have been. The De- 
ponent is not poſitive what were the very Words in which the 


Profeſſor gave an Anſwer to this Objection; but after his beſt 


Re-colle&ion, he thinks they were, How do you know that ? 
Or Expreſſions to the ſame Meaning: Depones, That he heard 
the Profeſſor bring a Definition of Numerical Efſence out of A- 


riſtotle, (as the Deponent beſt remembers) according to which 


Definition, Numerical Eſſence is the Eſſence of an individual 
erſon, which cannot be communicated to any other; and in 
| L 2 | this 
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his Senſe, the Profeſſor ſaid, Th the Bleſſed Trinity could 
ot be One in Number, becauſe then there could be but One Per- 
en in the Godhead: i$ not poſitive if the Profeſſor uſed theſe 
very Words, but they were theſe, or Words to that Vieaning. 
Being interrogate for the Defender, Depones, That he heard 
the roteflo teach, as his own Judgment, the Doctrine of God 
and the H Trinity, contained in the Second Chap. of th- Con- 
felſion of Faith + allo heard him teach the Eight Chap. of the 
7 Sh of Faith, particularly the Beginning of the Second 
Section That the on of God, the Secord Perſon of the Irini- 
ty, is very and eternal God. of one Subſtance, and equal with 
the Father: Depones, T hat he has heard the Profeifor” reach: | 
T hat the Son hath Life in himſelf, according to that Scripture, 
John v. 26. and prove by the Four uſual Arguments, That the 
Son is Gd; and, that the Profeflor did not take the Word 
Gov in an . improper Senle, ſo as to fignity one that has Spi- 
ritual Domination or Power. againſt which Notion, he warmly 
recommended to the Students, to read the great and learned. 
Goſſetius upon the Word Fl-chrm: Depones, That he has heard the 
Pro ellor teach, That the Son is-eternally begotten of the Father: 
And the Deponent never heard him inlinuate in the leait, that he 
was created or made: That the Proteſſor did, laſt V inter, 
in general, cenſure the Arian Doctrines, of which there is a _ 
Full Account in Theodoret's Hiſtory, to which he referred the 
Students. particularly the Doctrine, That there was a Time in 
which the S n was nt; and, that he is of a mutable Nature, 
Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, &. _ 3 VV 
| „„ | WII IL. LANGFORD. 
6 WI 14 LO v E Modr. FL fo 


- April 25. 1727. 
XI. Wit. R. CHARLES JERVEY, Student of Divinity, 
wo YE aged 24 Years, Depones, That he has ordinar- 
ly attended Profeſſor $im:ſ n's Leſſons in the Univerſity of Glaſ- 
Low, ſince Oftober 1725 and four Seſſions preceeding that Time z 
Depones, That he thought the Frofetfor altered his Way of 
teaching concerning the Bleſſed Trinity, ſince October 1725, 
from what he had heard him do formerly; Depones, That 
he was not preſent when a Student is ſaid to haye made the 
Objection referred ro in the Libel, and does not remember 
to have heard the Profeſſor mention in teaching theſe Terms, 
The Independency and Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Chriſt, ex- 
cept that one Day he heard the Profeſſor ſpeaking of the 
Term Jndependency. but cannot now remember the Words in 
which he expreſſed himſelf. This laſt Article in the Depoſi- 
tion refers to the Seſſions fince October 1725. Depones, That 
ince Ooar 1725, he has heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the 
_— n 2 54 ; ” . 5 * | 5 | Three 


8 * 


Thrgg Per ſons in the Godhead, 5 the Three Perſons in the Tri- 
nity, d were of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity; but does not 
remember to have heard the Profteflor,give any Na ne to. or 
Attempt to give any Notion of that 5ameneſs or Oneneſs, in 
Power, >ubitance, or Eternity N and that he neither called it 


Numerical or Specifical to his Remembrance. 1 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That in the 


: Seſſion, which began in October 1725 he heard the Profetfor 


one Day teach upon the ſecond Chap. of theCrnfeſſs.n of Faith, 
and that to his Remembrance he heard him not deny or impugn 


any Article of Doctrine contained therein: Depones, That he 
has heard the Prof-ffor ſay, oftner than once, that the Son is 


very and eternal God: Depones, T hat he has heard theProfeffor ſay, 
That the Son is poſſeſſed of all Divine Perfections: And iJepones, 
That he hard th: rofeſſor deny that the Son was created or 
made, when refuting the Arian Hereſy, and heard him teach 
that the -on was eternally begotten of the Father. Cauſa ſcien- 

tix patet. Ts e „ as | 

| "A Cn. JenvBY. 
Ja. Roß E Moderator. 


XII. Wit. X IR. ALEXANDER CAMPBEL Student of Di- 


„ vinity. aged 20 Years, Depones, That he 
ſometimes attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons fince October 1725, 
and did not attend before that Time, except one Seſſion im- 
mediately preceeding : Depones, He was not preſent that Day 
when the Obje&ion referred to in the Libel is ſaid to have 
been propoſed : Depones, That in the Profeſſor's teaching on 
that Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith, concerning God and the 
Trinity, heard him ſay, That the Three Perſons in the Godhead 


were ſo the ſame, as to be one God in Three Perſons, and does 


not remember to have heard the Profeſſor give any Name to, 
or attempt to give any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs 3 
but heard him uſe theſe Words, or Werds to the {ame Pur- 
pole, when explaining the ſaid Chapter, That by adhering to 


the Account laid down there, we would be on the one Hand 


ſecure from the Obje&ion of the Arians, and from running in- 
to Sabellianiſm on the other: And Depones, That he heard 
the Profeſſor uſe one or other of the two following Propoſiti- 
ons, viz. Chriſtus eſt idem ens cum Patre, tantum modo perſona 
diſtintus ; Or, Chriſtus non eſt ens diſtinctum a Patre, ſed per- 
ſona diſtindus. | | | 49 

Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he heard 
the Profeſſor ſay, That all the Divine Perfections belonged to the 
Son, except the Father's perſonal Property; but is not poſitive 


the Profeffor uſed theſe very Words: Depones, That he heard 


the Profeſſor ſay, That the Son was very and eternal Ged, 
zid that he has heard the Profeflor ſay (as the Deponent 
| | | thought 
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thought in Oppoſition to Dr. Clark) That Chriftus eſt Degs nn- 
tura. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, &c. 4 | 
| ALEX. CamPBELL. 
Ja. Ro; EH Moderator. 


XIII. wit. N 

aged 22 Years, Depones, That during the Seſſi- 
on begun October 1725, he was only preſent three I imes acciden- 
tally at Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons, and at theſe Times the Pro- 


feſlor was read ing his Paper on the Seriptures: Depones, He 
attended one Seſſion preceeding that above deponed on, and 


has attended for moſt tart this preſent Seſſion. Knows nothing 
about the Profeſſor's altering his Method (this Seſſion) ot 
teaching anent the Trinity, from what he had formerly uſed, 
he not being preſent when the Profeſſor was on that Subject, 
but a Part of one Dyet: Depones, That this Seſſion he heard. 
the Y rofeſſor teach, That the Three Perſons in the Godhead were 
the ſame in Subſtance; but did not hear him give any Name 
to, or attempt to give any Notion of that Sameneſs: Depones, 
That he alſo heard the Profeſſor ſay, that there was one God, 
that there were Three Perſons in the Godhead, the Father, 
Son and Holy Ghoſt ; that they were fo far different, that 
there were different Properties applied to them, the Father 
was of None, neither begotten nor proceeding, the Son was be- 
gotten of the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt proceeding from both; 


but they were ſo far one, that they might juſtly be called the 


One only living and true God. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, &c. 
| . | O. MU1IRHEAD. 
4. ROBE Moderator, 


XIV. Wit. AFR. WILLIAM MONCRIEF, Student 
Wo 1/1 of Divinity, aged 20 Years, Depones, That 

he attended Profeſſor Simon's Leſſons in Glaſgow lait Seſſion 
from Candlemas, and has attended this Seſſion for ordinary, and 
alſo he attended a Seſſion immediately before that begun in 


OfRecber 1725: Depones, That he cannot tell whether the Pro- 


feſſor altered his Way of teaching thele two laſt Seſſions from 


what he uſed formerly, the Sesſion preceeding October 1725. 
being the firſt he attended: Depones, That he did not hear the 
Obje&ion referred to in the Libel, anent the Independency and 
_ Neceſſary exiſi;nce of our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, he not being 


preſent when that Objection is ſaid to have been made: De- 

pones, That this laſt Winter, he heard the Profeflor ſay, Thar 
the Argument of Profeſſor Mark againſt the Eternity of the 
World. viz. That if the World was Eternal, it muſt be Ne- 

ceſſarily-exiſtent, was not concluſive againſt the Ar:ſtotel:ans : 

Depones T hat he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That Chriſtus eſt idem 

eſſentia cum Patre, quamvis diſtincta perſona ;, But dene 
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IR. JOHN MUIRHEAD, Student of Divinity, 
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not teghaye heard the Proteſſor (4 any Name to, or attemp: 
to give any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs. 

Being interrogate for the Froteilor, Depones, That he has 
heard him teach, That all the EfsentialDivine Perfect ions were 
commen to all the Three terſons in the Godhead, only their 
perſonal Properties were not common. Cauſa ſcientis patet, &. 

. . WIITLIANM MONCRIEF 
JA. RoE Moderator. 


XV. Wit. R. ALEXANDER BARR, Student of 
Tl Divinity, aged 20 Years ; Depones, That he 
has frequently attended Profeſsor Simſon's Leſsons both the 
Sesſions ſince ſometime in November 1725; did not attend any 
Sesſion preceeding that Time. Depones, That this Sesſion 
the Profeſsor when ipeaking on the SecondParagraph of Mark's 
Chap. de trinitate, after reading the firſt Paragraph v. Per- 
ſonæ nomen ex ſcena ſumptum eſt, ſaid, Quod ft hoc dicatur, 
tum non refte tribuitur nomen hic Trinitati, nam in ſcena idem 
zle varics induit characteres, viz. modo regis, tum ſervi, cum 
znterim fit eadem ſubſtantia, ſeu homo, qued in Trinitate non eſt 
ita dicendum; dic potius perſonam originaliter ſigniſicare deter- 
minatum © individuum Ens: Depones, That he allo heard 
the Proteffor, when ſpeaking of the Independency and Neceſſary- 
exiſtence of our Lord Chriſt, ſay, That theſe Terms were not 
proper or fit to be uſed when ſpeaking of the Trinity; and that 
| this was the laſt Seſſion: Depones, That when a Student 
argued, That if the Son was not [ndependent, he was not Neceſ- 
farily-exiſtent, and ſo might not have been, and the Father 
ö 155 __ poſſibly have been without him; he heard the Profeflor 
| aniwer, How do you know that? Depones, I hat in the preceed- 
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. ing Seſſion, he heard the Profeſſor expreſs himſelf dillatisfed 
- with Mark's Argument againſt the Eternity of the World, vx. 
1 That it Eternal, it muſt be Neceſſarily exiftent. And heard 
1 the Profeſſor give this Reaſon for his Biſſatisfaction, Nam 
N Chriſtus eft eternus, ſed nen eft Ens Neceſſarium, ſeu non Neceſſa- 
c io exiſtit: Depones, That this Seſſion he heard the Profeſſor 
n read the foreſaid Argument of Mark; and thereupon ſay, Ens 


0 ternum eff perfetiſſimum, interim petuit Deus dare enti 
5 daratione millimitatam; id eff, facere ut fit eternum. non tamen 
a effet independens, cum debet ſemper cauſam agneſcere, quam 
8 -auſam habuit: Depones, That this Seſſion he heard the 
5 Profeſsor, when teaching upon Chapter 2d. Paragraph zd. of 
. the Confeſſi n of Faith, ſay, The Perſons of the Bleſsed Trinity 
8 are fo diſtint, as that the perſonal Properties of the owe cannot 
„ e theſe of the other; but not ſo as to be ſpecifically Three Geds, 
+ and they ſ» agree as to be one God, yet not numerically one in 
* Elsence; but the Deponent cannot be poſitive, that every one 
0 of the Words in the Article immediately above, are the Words 


| Uled by the Profeſſor; neither can he ſay, that any of them oo 
1 : is 


88 ) 


his own Words and not the Profeſsor's: Depones, That th 


Sesſion, he heard the Profeſsor ſay, when God the Father is 


ſaid to have begotten the Son, It is not to be underſtood as in 


en Part of Iime, and whatever is before lime is fr m Eterni- 


ty th in the Order of Thinos, we conſider the Father as before 
the & n and Holy Ghoſt, but not in Time. And when reading 
Pictet he heard the rofeſsor ſay, hat, $7 Filius genitus fuit 
ante mundi creationem. tum ab eterno quia cternitatis a parte 
ante non datur ullum momentum, quod fit propius creationem a- 
Jio. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, Gr, 
| | | AL RX. BA RR. 
Ja. RoBE Moderator. 


XVI. Wit. M* GEORGE ME EK, Student of Divini- 
1741 ty, aged 19 Years, Depones, | hat he attended 
Proftettor Simſon's Leſſons at Glaſgow, for ordi- 

nary ſince ſometime in November 1725, but not any Time be- 
tore: Depones, I hat when the Obje&ion was made by a Stu- 


_ dent, as mentioned in the Libel, and former Depoſitions, he 


heard the Profeſſor anſwer, Neither you nor JI know any Thing 

about That. | | | 4 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he heard 

the Protefior teach, as his own Opinion, That the Son is very 


and Eterna] God, of one Subſtance and equal with the Father. 


Cauſa lcientiz patet, &c. 8 
JA. RoE Moderator. 


II. Wit. MA JAMES RITCHIE, former Deponent, 


re-examined, being interrogate for the Profeffor 
e upon Queſtions not formerly asked at him: De- 
pones, That ſince the Beginning of December 1725, he heard 
the rofeſſor aſſert, as his own Opinion. and defend, That the 
Son of Ged was nit made or created, but eternally begotten of 


the Father ; that he was by Nature God; That he was more 
properly God than the Son of any Man could be a Man, becauſe 


endued with the very ſame Perfections wherewith God the Fa- 
ther is : And Depones, That he heard the ] rofeſſor make Ufe 
of an Argument to prove, That the Son of God was not created, 


taken from that Text in the firſt Chapter of the Goſpel accord- 
ing to Jon, All Things were made by him, and without him was 
at any thing made that was made. | his Text, the Profeſ- 


for ſaid, proved, that the Son of God was not among the Num- 
ber of Creatures, but infinitely above them, feezng every 

Thing that was made was made by the Son: Depones, That 
he has heard the Profeſſor refute Dr. Clark's Notion of a God, 


when he places it in Spiritu al Domination. Cauſa ſcientiæ pe. 


et, Cc. Ja. RIrCRII. 
XVII. Wit 
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XVII. Wit. M* THOMAS HAMILTON, Stu- 
| dent of Divinity, aged 20 Years, Depones, 


That he for ordinary attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons in 


Glaſgow, ſince Octobera i725: Depones, That upon a Student's 
urging 4 Difficulty from ſomething that the Profeſſor was ſaying; 
the Difficulty was, That then the Son would not be Independent, 
or would be Dependent. The Profeſſor anſwered, That theſe 
Terms were unfit. The Student urged further, That then the 
Son might not have been; to which the Profeſſor anſwered, 
How do you know that? or, How do we know that? Depones, 
the Profeſſor added, (whether after the urging the firſt Part 
of the Difficulty, or after both arts, the Deponent cannot be 


_ Politive) That we are not ſo nicely to Philoſophize, when ſpeak . 
ing of. the Perſons of the Trinity; or, That theſe were Philoſo- 
pPhical Niceties : Depones, | hat he heard the Profeſlor tay, 
That the Perſons of the Trinity were not of the ſame ſperifical 


Eſſence, becauſe that would be Tritheiſm, nor of the fame nu- 


 inerical Eſſence, if taken in the Senſe it was taken by ſome, ap- 


3 onſy to one Perſon, for then it would be Sabellianiſm: 
epones, That he heard the Profeſſor, when ſpeaking of the 
Trinity, ſay, That it was Talis unitas que excludit Iritheiſmum 
ab una parte, Sabellianiſmum ab altera, que includit tres per- 
ſonas © unum Deum. | ; 

Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he has 


heard him teach, that the Son was Very Ged, and prove it from 


his creating the World: And, That when the Profeſſor was teach- 
ing on Chap. 2d. Par. 3d. of the Confeſſion of Faith, he heard 
him ſay, That it was the ſame Subſtance, when ſpeaking of the 
Perſons of the Trinity; and added, that it muſt be ſo, be- 
cauſe of the Simplicity of the Divine Perfeflions : Depones, 
That he remembers, the Profeſſor made Uſe of ſome Argu- 
ment for proving, That the Son was Eternal. Cauſa ſcientie 
patet, Ce. | 85 | | 
| TO. HAMILTON. 
Ja. Ross Moderator. 


XVIII. Wit. RN. DAVID BANNANTYNE., Stu- 
NT dent of Divinity, aged 20 Years, Depones, 
That he has frequently attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons 
ſince October 1725, and attended ſome Time of the Seſſion pre- 
ceeding October 1725 : Depones, 1gnorat as to the Libel. 
Being interrogate for the Profeflor, Depones, He has heard 


him teach, That all the eſſential Perfectious of the Father agreed 


to the Son, but the perſonal Property of the Father could not be 
applied to the Son. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, Oe. W 
| DAVID BANNANTYNE» 

| IA. Roa Moderator. 
| XIX. Wit. 


* 
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XIV Wit. MMR. WILLIAM MILLER, Student of 


Divinity, aged 24 Years, Depones, That he 
has ſometimes attended Profeſſor Simſ on's Leflons ſince October 


1725, and partly that Seſhon begun in October 1724: Depones, 


That this Seſſion of the College, he heard the Profeſſor teach, 


when ſpeaking of the Unity or Oneneſs of the Subſtance of the 
Perſons of the Gedhead, that it could not be one ſpecifical Sub- 


Nance, elſe it would lead to Tritheiſm, it could not be numeri- 
cal, as applied to Creatures, elſe it would lead to that of Sa- 
bellianiſm, or be the ſame with the yorougroy which is their 
Character. But the Orthodox Divines made Uſe of the Term 
One Numerical, or One Subſtance in Number, in a very good 
Senſe ; to which he agreed, and added, as the beſt Anſwer that 
we could * to the Adverſaries of that Doctrine, That in the 
Unity of the Godhead there were Three Perſons, the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, who were ſufficiently diſtinguiſhed by 
their perſonal Properties; yet, tho they were thus diſtingui- 
ſhed, they are but One God, both according to Scripture and 


Peing interrogate for the Profeſsor, Depones, T hat he heard 


the Profeſsor teach, T hat the Son of God, the Second Perſon 


of the Tyinity, is very and Eternal God, of one Subſtance, and 


equal with the Father: Depones, That he has ſeveral Times 
heard the Profeſsor affirm, That all the Divine Perfections be- 
long to the Son, as well as to the Father, only the Father's per- 
ſonal Property did not agree to the Son. Cauſa ſcientiæ pa- 
tet, Cc. — "WS MILES. 

Wo JA. Ros E Moderator. 


3 3 a April 26. 1727. 
XX. Wit. Mf. WILLIAM MSCLAE, Student of Divinity, 


„ aged 19 Years, Depones, That he has attend - 
ed Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons ſince Oftober 1725: Depones, That 
when the Profeſſor was ſpeaking of the perſonal Properties of 


the Father and the Son, Mr. Brown, a Student, propoſed an 
Obje&ion to this Purpoſe, If the Son was not Independent, 
then he was not Neceſſarilyrexiſtent; and if ſo, then it was 


oſſible he might not have exiſted, and the Father might have 
| without him. To which the Profeflor anſwered, That 
this Affair was not determined by Reaſon, and theſe Terms 


were not uſed in Scripture, and were impertinent : Depones, 
That he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That being of Nane might 
be taken in ſuch a Senſe as would exclude it from being a 
Property of the Son: Depones, That he heard the Profeſſor 
ſay, That the Unity of the Three Perſons of the Trinity was 
not ſpecifical, becauſe this would be to make them Three Gods: 
Depones, That he has heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the Man- 
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ner of This Unity was not Eee in Scripture, and that it 
ſeemed to be above our Capacities to conceive it. 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he has 
heard the Profeſſor teach, as his own Opinion, the Doctrine 
contained in the ſecond Chap. of the Confeſſi:n of Faith: De- 


pones, As to Chriſt's being the true God, and a God of infi- 


nite A pry, this the Profeſſor proved in his Frele&ion on 
the eight Chap. of the Confeſſion, trom that Notion of God, 
with which the whole Scripture is uſhered in, viz. That of 
being Creator ;, and ſeeing Chriſt is ſaid to he the Sener in 
the firſt of John's Goſpel, therefore he muſt be the ſame with 
that cnly true God ſpoken of by all the Writers of the 01d Te- 


ſtament. Chriſt's being the true God he proved likewiſe from 


the Import of the Original Words in Iſaiab, ix Chap. and 6 
Verſe, EI Gibber, where he obſerved that Word El, with the 
adjoined Epithet, Gibbor, could be applied to no Being but 
the true God, and that this was in the Seſſion begun in Oc- 
tober 1725, and the Profeſſor ſaid the ſame in refuting Dr. 
Clark's Opinion: Depones, That the ſaid laſt Seſſion he has 
heard the Profeſſor teach, That all the Divine Perfecticus be- 
longing to the Father, belonged alſo to the Son, but the perſonal 
Property: Alſo, that he has heard the Profeſſor teach, That 


Feſus Chriſt is ſaid to be the Creator, and that to create re- 


quired infiluite Perfection, and a Being of infinite Perfection 


could not be created: Further, That the Profeſſor taught the 


Son was eternally begotten ef the Father without beginning f 
Time, and the Deponent heard him teach ſo, and that the Son 
was the ſame with the Father: Lo prove which, among o- 


ther Reaſons, he made Uſe of that Text in the firſt Epiſtle of 


John, And there are three that bear Record in Heaven, &c. 
| The Authentickneſs of which Text he ſaid was diſputed by 
ſome, but he aſſerted it: Depones, That he heard the Pro- 


; | fetfor teach that Jeſus Chriſt, by his proper Perfections, creat- 
F ed the World; and when it is ſaid of him in the New Teſſ a- 
; ment, by whom alſo he made the Werlds, the Particle que was 
þ not to be underſtood inſtrumentaliter. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, 
' &c. | AS | Wir. MCI AE. | 

| | JA. Ros E Moderator. 
XXI. Wit. M. JOHN ANDERSON, Student of Divinity, 
> 


| aged 23 Years, Depones, That he frequently 
attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons ſince October 1725, and four 
Seſſions preceeding that Time: Depones, That he did not 
hear the Objection mentioned in the Libel made to the Profeſ- 


jection is ſaid. to have been made: Depones, That ſince Ocko- 
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lor, becauſe he was not preſent in the Hall, when that Ob- | 


ber 1725, he has heard the Profeſſor aſſert, That there was 
ane Ged and three Perſons, and that theie three were One, fo. 
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as to be the ſame in A OE. 4 Power and 3 ; afd dees 
not remember to have heard the Profeſſor give the Diſtinci- 

on of Numerical or Specifical Oneneſs, or give any Name to, or 
Notion of that Qneneſs, beſide what is abovementioned. 


Being interrogate for the Profeflor ; Depones, That he has 


heard the Prof: Nor aſf-rt, That the ſecond Perſen of the Tri- 
| nity was no other God from the Father, and that the Son was 
pefeed of all Divine Perfeticns with the Father, his perſonal 


roperty excepted : Depones, That he has heard him aſſert, 


That the Son was eternally begotten of the Father, and was 
uo Creatare. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, &c 1 | 
| N 7 O. ANDERSON. 
| A. Ro;E Moderator. 


XXII. Wit. R. LEWIS CHAPMAN, Student of Di- 
e vinity, aged 23 Years, Depones, I hat he 
attended Proteſsof Simſen's Leſsons ſince October 1725, but not 
before that Lime: Depones. That he has heard the Profeſsor 
ſay, That the Term of /udependency, when made uſe of on 
the Subject of the perſonal Properties of the Father and the 
Seon, could not be ſo pertinently uſed as Scriptural Expreſſi- 
ons; but does not remember to have heard the Profeſsor 
quarrel the Term Neceſſary exiſtence on that Subject: And 
2 That the Profeſsor's ſaying, That the Term 
Independency, &c. was in Anſwer to a Queſtion or Objec- 
tion made by Mr. Brown Student: Depones, That he 
has heard the Profeſſor teach, as his own Opinion, That 


the Terms Numerical and Specifical, when applied to Sub- 


| ſtances, and taken in the Senſe frequently uſed in the 
Schools, ought not, nor could not be applied to the Perſons of 
the Trinity, becauſe the Term Numerical, when taken in that 
Senſe, excluded Three Perſons, and that of Specifical would 
infer Three Gods; but that this we were always to maintain, 
That there muſt be Three Perſons and One God, in Oppoſition 
to Sabellianiſm on the one Hand, and Tritheiſm on the other: 
Depones, That he has alſo heard the Profeſſor teach, That the 
| Three Perſons of the Trinity were the ſame in Subſtance, equa} 
in Power and Glory, and diſtinguiſhed only by their perſonal 
Properties; but does not remember to have heard him give 
any other Name to, or Notion of that Oneneſs, but what is 
above-mentioned, _ 5 | | f 


Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he has 


heard him aſſert and prove, That the Son was not, or could 
not be ſaid to be created or made; and, that the Son muſt be 
eternally begotten, without any Beginning of Time: Depones, 
That he has heard the Profeſſor aſſert, That the naming the 
Father Cauſa Filiz, was @ very improper Way of ſpeaking, and 


that Pater «/t prier Filio paternitate, but not prior tempo: 


De: 
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of Faith; and, that he taught the Propoſitions therein as his 


Depones That he has heard doe Proto ſay, That there was 
an utter Diſparity betwixt the Eternity of the World and the 
„ of the Son of God, and gave this Reaſon 
for it, That th: World mu be finite; whereas the Son is of 
infinite and illimited Perfections: Depones, That he heard 
the Profeſſor ſay, That the beſt Notion we could have of 
the Son's Eternal Generation, was given us in Jobn v. 26. As 
the. Father hath Life in himſelf, ſo he hath given to the Son 
to have Life in himſelf. Cauſa ſcientia patet, Ce. os 
Cs IL VIS CHAPMAN. 
Ja. Roß Moderator. 


XXIII. Wit, R. ALEXANDER MCCULLOCH, | 
Preacher of the Goſpel, aged 26 Years, 
Depones, That he has ſometimes attended Profeſſor Simſon's 
Leitons ſince October 2725, and for two Sefhons preceeding that 
Time : Depones, That the Profeilor altered his Teaching con: 
cerning the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity ſince OFober 1725, 
in what he obſerved him to do before that Time: Depones, 
That he heard the Profeflor, before October 1725, give the 
following Caution to the Students, viz. That the Term Perſon, 
when applied to the Bleſſed Three in the God-head, was not 
to be taken preciſely in the ſame Senſe, as when ſpoken of Crea- 


tures ; and does not remember to have heard him give it ſince 


the ſaid Month of October 1725: Depones, He was not in 
the Hall when the Objection referred to in the Libel is ſaid 
ſaid to have been made. | TO | 

Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, In the Seſſion 
immediately before this, he heard the Profeiſor teach, That 
the Son of God, the Second Perſon of the Trinity, 7s Very and 
Eternal God, of the ſame Subſtance, and Equal with the Father : 
Depones, That he has heard him allo ſay, Chriſtus eſt idem 
ens cum Patre, tantummodo perſona diſtinctus; and has 
heard him prove, That the Son is eternally begotten of the 
Father, without Beginning of Duration ; and has heard him 
make Uſe of that Scripture, Fohn v. 26. in explaining the ſaid 
Eternal Generation. Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, c. 
e Minn MECULIOCH.. 

IA. Rog E Moderator. 


XXIV. Wit. MIR. FREDERICK CARMICHAEL, Stu- 
1 | 11 dent of Divinity, aged 19 Years, De- 
pones, That he attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſops ſince Octo- 
ber 1725, but never before: Depones, Ignorat as to the whole 
Points of the Libel. 3 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he 
heard the Profeſlor teach upon the 2d Chap. of the Confeſſion 


own 


dwn Opinion, and recommended them as the beſt Worm of 
Words he had ever met with, for expreſſing what the Scrip- 
ture taught us coficerning the Myſtery of the Trinity : 
Depones, hat he heard the Profeſſor teach on the Eighth 
Chap, of the Confeſſion of Faith, and particularly teach, as 
his own Opinion, That the Son of God, the Second Per- 
ſon of the Trinity, js very and eternal God, of one Subſtance, 
and equal with the Father: Depones, That he has allo heard 
the Profeſſor alert and prove, Ihat the Son of God was neither 
created nor made; and heard him, when upon Pictet, allert, 
That Chriftas, Filius Dei, creaturas omnes dignitate infinite 
ſuperat, cum omnes creaverit, non ut inſtrumentum, ſed per eſſi- 
caciam ſux potentiæ: Depones, He heard the rofeſſor remark, 
That to call the Father Cauſa Filii, was a harſh Way of Speak- 
ing ; and that he has heard him, in Oppoſition to that Way of 
ſpeaking, oftner than once, ule theſe Words, Pater eft prior 
Filio ordine & paternitate, fed non tempore. Cauſa ſcientiæ 
patet, &c. 1 | + 
ge FRED. CARMICHAEL. 

JA. Ro Moderator, 


XXV. wit. Ms. JAMES PEDDEN, Student of Divinity, 

aged 23 Years, Depones, That he has at- 
tended Profeflor Simſen's Leſſons ſince October 1725, and for 
two Seſſions preceeding that Time: Depones, That he thought 
the Frofeſſor altered his Teaching concerning the Doctrine of 
the Bleſſed Trinity ſince October 1725, from what he had ob- 
ſerved tormerly : Depones, that he thinks he heard the Pro- 
feſſor ſay, That the Word Perſon, when applied to the Bleſſed 
Three in the Godhead, was not to be taken in the ſame Senſe, 
as whlien ſpoken of Creatures, before October 1725; but does 
not remember, that he heard the Profeſſor ſay ſo the two laſt 


Years : Depones, That he was prefent when a Student pro- 


poned an Objection to the Profeſſor, but does not remember 
diſtintly either what the Objection was, or what Anſwer the 
Prof flor made to it; but remembers it was Mr. Wiliam 
Brown a Student, who wade the ObjeRion, and that it was in 

the publick Place where the Profeflor ordinarily teaches. 
Being interrogate for the Profeſlor, Depones, That fince 
Oilcher 1725, he has heard the Profeſſor read and explain the 
24d Chap. of the Confeſſion of Faith, and does not remember, that 
he denied or impugned any Article therein: Depones, That 
laſt Seflion he heard him read and explain the $th Chap. of 
the ſaid Confeſſiin, and teach, as his own Opinion, That the 
Son of God. the Second Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eter- 
nal God, of one Subſtance, and equal with the Father; and 
that as the Deponent thought : Depones, That he has heard 
the I roſeffor ſay, That the Son of God was neither made nor 
| . creat- 


created, end that the Son was eternally begotten of the Father, 
Cauſa ſcientiæ patet, ke. Ja. PEDDEYN 
9 . > JA. Ro Moderator. 


XXVI. Wit.“ R. JAMES STIRLINGSStudent of Divinity, 

3 aged 25 Vears: Depones, That he has attend- 
ed Profeſſor $:mſon's Leſſons ſince OFeber 1725, and a Part of 
two Seſſions preceeding that Time: e That he having 
heard him teach that Doctrine only ene Seſſion preceed ing Otto- 
ber 1725, he did not obſeve any Alteration of the Profeſſor's 
Teaching on the Subject of the Trinity fince that Time: De- 
pones, I hat he was preſent when an Objection was made b 
Mr. William Brown a Student; and remembers the Concluſion 
of the Obje&ion was, That then the Son of God would net be In- 
dependent, and the Profeſſor's Anſwer was, Theſe Terms De- 
pendent and Independent were not mentioned in Scripture, and 
conſequently were not fit to be uſed upon this Subject: Depones, 
That this Seſſion he heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the Three 
Perſons in the Trinity could not be ſaid to be either of one nu- 
merical Subſtance, or one ſpecifical Subſtance, as theſe Terms 
were uſed by the Ariſtotelian Philoſophers, when applied to ra- 
tional Creatures; becauſe it they were ſaid to be of one nume- 
rical Subſtance,as that Term is uſed by theſe Philalophers,they 
would be but one Perſon, and if they were {aid to he of one 
Specifical Subſtance, they would be Three Gods : Depones, 
That he heard the Profeſſor ſay, that they were fo One as to be 
Three Perſans, and ſo Three Perſons as to be but one God; but 
does not remember to have heard the Profeflor give any Name 
to, or attempt to give any Notion of that Queneſs. | 

Being interrogate for the Profeſſor : Depones, That he 
heard him teach the Second Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith, 
and expreſs himſelf well ſatisfied with the Doctrine therein, 
and alſo heard him teach the Eighth Chapter of the (aid Con- 
feſſion, and teach, as his own Opinion, That the Son of God. 
the Second Perſon of the Trinity, is very and eternal God, of 
me Subſtance, and equal with the Father, and that the Sou of 
God was neither created nor made: Depones, That he has 
heard the Profeſſor affirm and prove, that the Son of God was 
dternally begotten of the Father without Beginning of Dura- 
tion; and that he has heard him afhrm, That the Son was by 
ature God, and inſinitely above all created Beings whatſoever ; 
end. has heard him affirm, That Pater eſt prior Filio uon tem- 
ore ſed ordine, and that whatever could be affirmed of the 
Father, ought th he. or ſhould be affirmed of the Son, except- 
ig the Father's Perſanal Property. Cauſe ſcientiæ patet, &c. 

| | | IA. STIRLING. 
4. ROBES Moderator. 


XXVIII. Wit. 
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XXVII. Wit. M AR. JOHN M. ALPINE, Stadent of 
| IVI Divinity, aged 23 Years, Depones, That 
for ordinary he attended Profeſsor Simſon's Leſsons in the Seſſi- 


on begun Ofober 1725, and ſometime this Sęſſion, and for Four 
 Sesfions preceeding October 1725 : Depones, That according to 


the belt ſudgment of the Deponent, the Profeſsor did not alter 


the Subſtance of his Doctrine on the Trinity ſince October 1725, 


from what he obſerved formerly; but that he heard him in the 
former Seſſions, the Time of the Pole mick Conferences on tlie 
Subject of the Bleſſed Trinity, uſe to give the following Cau- 
tion. vi. That the Term Perſon, when applied to the Bleſſed. 
Three in the Godhead, was not to be taken preciſely in the ſame 
Senſe as when ſpoken ef Creatures; but does not remember to 
have heard him give that Caution ſince October 1725: And De- 
pones, That he did not hear the Profeisor have theſe Pole micł 


Conferences ſince that Time, in Reſpet of his bad State of 


Health : Depones, That to the beſt of his Remembrance, he 
was abſent when the Obje&ion referred to in the Libel is ſaid 
to have been made: Depones, That this Seſſion he heard the 
Profeſsor (ay, That there was ſuch an Unity in the Godhead, as 
was conſiſtent with a Diſtinction of Perſons, which ought always 
to be maintained againſt the Sabellians, and that there was ſuch 
a Diſtin&ion of Perſons as was conſiſtent with Unity, which 
ought to be maintained againſt the Arians. And that the Pro» 
feflor added, immediately after theſe Expreſſions, That perhaps 


it was impoſſible for us, while here, to know the preeyſe Meaning 


of that Oneneſs, or Diſtinction of Perſons, and cited that Text, 
ho ſhall declare his Generation. PE 
Being interrogate for the Profeſſor, Depones, That he has 


heard him teach the Second Chapter of the Confeſſion of Faith, 
and alſo the * Chapter of the ſaid Confeſſion, and did not 


hear the Profeſſor expreſs himſelf diſſatisfied with any Article 


therein, but recommended them to the Students as the beft 


Expreſſions they could make uſe of to expreſs themſelves on the 
Subject mentioned in theſe Chapters: Depones, He has heard 
the Profeſſor aſſert and prove, That the Son was not created; 


cauſa ſcientiæ patet, Oc. 1 
Jo. MAT DIN. 
A. ROB E Moderator 


of the Goſpel, aged 27 Years, Depones, 

That he attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons the Seſſion of the 

College immediately preceeding this, and for ſeveral Seſſion 
before that: Depones, That he thought the Profeſſor altered hi 

Teaching on the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, the laſt Seſſiot 
he attended, from what he had heard him in former Years: 

 Depon6 


XXVIII. Wit. M. WILLIAM COATS, Preachet 


ratoh 


achet 
jones, 
of the 
eſſion 
ed hi 
eſſiol 


"ears: 


po” 


tiæ patet, Oc. 


* 


Depones, That he heard Mr. N Browns, a Student, make 
an (Pjection, but minds nothing diſtinctly about it, or the An- 
ſwer the Profeſſor made to it. | 

Being interrogate for the Profeſſor; Depones, That the 
laſt Seſſion he attended, he heard the Profeflor teach on the Se- 
cond and Eight Chapters of the Confeſſiou of Faith, and teach 
the Doctrines therein as his own Opinion. And alſo, Depones, 
That he heard the Profeffor refute all the Branches of the Arian 


| Hereſy, and particularly teach, That the Son of God was nei- 
ther created nor made, but was eternally begotten of the Fa- 


ther, and that he was influitely above all Creatures as being 
Creator: Depones, That he has heard the Profeſſor ſay, That 


Every Thing that is to be affirmed of. the Father, is to be affirm» 
ed of the Son, except the Father's perſonal Property , and this 


ho has heard the Profeſſor ſeyeral Times affirm. Cauſa ſcien - 
bi patet, Ce. 9 . . 


WII. Coars. 


| Jas ROBE Moderator. 
XXIX, Wit. XR. ALEXANDER JOHNSTON, 


Student of Divinity, aged 29 Years, De- 
pones, That'he has attended Profeſſor Simſon's Leſſons ſome- 
times ſince Octeber 1725, and four Seſſions of the College be- 
fore that: Depones, T hat he oblerved no Alteration that the 


Profeſſor made in his Teaching ſince October 1725, from what 


he had formerly, only that he brought in Pearſon on the Creed 
fince that Time: Depones, That he has heard the Frofeſſor 


give the following Caution, either the laſt Seſhon, or ſome of 


the preceeding Seffions, viz. The Caution firſt mentioned in 


the Libel : Depones, That when a Student made an Obje@ion 


to the Purpoſe of the Objection laid in the Libel, about the 
Son's being Independent of the Father; the Profeſſor anſwered, 
Do you think he is Independent of his Father; certainly none 
can ſuppoſe or affirm that, and that he is not begotten, altho* 
our ſhallow or finite Capacities cannot poſſibly comprehend, or have 


any Notion of the Modus er Manner of his Generation ; and af> 


terwards the Profeſſor confuted the Arian and Sabellian Notion 


with reſpe& to the Trinity. But the Deponent does not remem- 


ber the Profeſſor's Wards, when confuting them. Cauſa ſcien - 


| ALEX. JOHNSTONe 
| Ja. Rog Moderator. 


XXX. Wit. 


| | 27 Years, Depones, That he ſometimes at- 
tended Profeſſor S$imſon's Leſſons, the Seſſions begun in Gdtober 
1725, and Three Seſſions preceeding that Time : Depones, 
That he thought the * altered hit Teaching on the 


Trinity. 


* 
— 
1 
may WE SEE” 


. 


TR. George Adam, Student of Divinity, aged 
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II. Art. Nor proyen by Witneftes. 


IE . 3 
Trinity, the Taft Vear he 88 from what he uſed formerly: 
Cauſa ſcientia patet, Be, GEO. Apan. 0 

: 3 | Ja. ROB'E Moderator. 


 FOmpeared JAMES MILLER, Preacher, reſiding 


in Blantyre, and declared, That he did not attend the 
Proteflor's Leſſons the Time libelled, and was only preſent oc- 
caſionally a Part of one Dyet whey the Profeſſor was teaching 
on the Commands; and therefore the Presbytery find it not 


ABBREVIDQATE of the Proof, taken from 
the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes, digeſted ac- 
cording to the different Articles of the Libel 

admitted to Probation. : 


'when teaching on the Eternity of the Son, That the 
Profeſtor uſed before Ofober to give the Caution li- 


I. Art. lk MES. SLOSS, firlt Witneſs, preſent one Day 


; belled, but does not remember be gave it, or had Occaſion 
to give it that Day. 2d Wit. Ritcbie, Fhat he gave the Cau- 


tion before 1725, but he heard it not the following, tlie 
the Profeſsor not being on the Subject when he attended. 3d 
W. Ed. Boyd; Thinks the Profeſsor altered tis Method. 4th 


W. Alexander Duncan, That he thinks he altered his Teach- 


ing, and that formerly he gave this Caution, Perſona non hic 
ſumitur eodem ſenſu, ac quando applicatur hominibus, ſed ſenſic 
analogico, but heard it not ſince. 5th W. William Denniſton. 
Altered his Teaching in one Particular, gave the Caution 
lihelled before 1725, knows not if he gave it fince, was not 
preſent laſt Seſſion, but was preſent” this, and remembers not 
that he gave it this Seſſion, and remembers not that ever 
he gave it ſince 1725. gth W. Willem Boyd, Heard 
him give the Caution before 1725; heard it not ſince, not bes 
ing preſent when that Subject was taught. 11th W. Charles 
Fervey, He thought the Profeſſor altered his Way of Teach- 


ig. 15th W. Alexander Barr, Perſona nomen ex Scena ſump- 


tum, Oc. Vid. Pag. 87. 23d W. Alexander M*Culloch, The Pro- 


feſſor alter d Teaching ſince OSober 1725, befgre which he gave 


2 Caution in the Libel, and remember: not to have heard it 


III. Art. 


( 99 d 


0 | | | 

III. Art. Wir! M BROWN, 6th Witneſs, Heard 
FW FF oy CR propoſe, upon the Profeflor's 
ſpeaking of the Son's deriving his Perfections from the Father, 
and an Objection was made, that ſuch a Way of ſpeaking ſeem- 
ed to derogate from the Son's Independency. Profeſſor re- 
. plied, If Independency, or the Word Independent, be taken 
In ſuch a Senſe as to include the {oP Property of the Fa- 
ther, it could not be applied to the Son. The Objector infiſt- 
ed, That if the Son was not Independent, in the ſame Senſe in 
which the Father was, he could not {ee that he could be 
Neceſſarily exiſtent. Profeſſor replied, Theſe Terms were im- 
pertinent, and not t) be uſed in ſpeaking of the Trinity, or 
Words to that Purpoſe. Objector added, And if the Son be 
mot Necefſarily-exiftent, *tis poſſible he might never had a Be- 
ing. The Profeſſor ſaid, We know not theſe Things, or we 
know not whether he might have had a Being or not; but is not 
- Poſitive which of theſe it was, but thinks it was one of them. 
George Meek. 16th Wit. When the Obje&ion in the Libel was 
made, heard the Profeſſor anſwer, Neither you nor I know any 
Thing about that. Alexander Barr, 15th Witneſs, Heard the 
"Profeſſor ſay of the Independency and Neceſſary-exiſtence of 
Chriſt, theſe Terms were not fit or proper to be uſed, in ſpeaking 
of the Trinity, the preceeding Seſſion of the College; and when 
x Student argued, if the Son was not independent, he was not 
bar ts gs. ee and ſo might not have been, and the Father 
might poſſibly have been without him; The Profeffor anſwer- 
ed, How do you know that? Thomas Hamilton, 17th W. That 
upon a Difficulty propoſed, viz. Then the Son would not be - 
independent, the Profeflor anſwered, Theſe Terms were unfit. 
It was urged, Then the Son might not have been; Profeſſor 
anſwered, How do you or we know that? And added (whe- 
ther after the firſt Part or both, not politive) that we are not 
ſo nicely to philoſophize, when ſpeaking of the Perſons. of the 
Trinity), or that theſe were. philoſophical Niceties. Alexander 
Duncan 4th W. That he heard a Queſtion propoſed, where 
the Neceſſary-exiſtence of Chriſt came to he handled, and thinks 
the Profeſſor anſwered, We do not know, or, it is a Thing we 
know nothing about, or other Words could have no other ne- 
Flag, Meaning; that the Profeſlor did ſay ſome Term or 
'erms the Students uſed were impertinent, but dares not con- 
deſcend on the Particular Terms. William Mcelae 20th W. 
heard upon the ObjeRion, if the Son was Independent, then 
he was not Nece ſſarily-exiſtent; and if ſo, it was poſſible he 
might not have exiſted. The Profeſſor anlwered, That this 
Affair was not determined by Reaſon, and theſe Terms were 

not uſed in Scripture, and were impertinent. 


N 2 | IV. Art, 


(1) 

(ee - 
K * * 7 _ 44.55 
W. Art. 


4 


lor ſeemed diſſatisſied with Markius's Argue 


ments, and added, Chriſtus eff eternus, ſed non ens neceſſq- 


Fium, or, non neceſſario exiſtit, or, non eſt neceſſarius, cannot 
tell which, but is poſitive 5 to one of them. 4th W. Alexan- 
der Duncan, That he found Fault With Mark's Argument li- 


belled and aſſerted to the beſt of his Remembrance, Chriſtus 


eſt eternus, nin tamen neceſſarius, but is not poſitive theſe are 
the Profeſſor's exact Words, and that this was the Seffion pre: 5 


1 the current Seſſion. 15th W. Alexander Barr. 


Profeſſor appeared diſlat isfied with Mark's Argument again 5 
the Eternity of the World, and gave this Reaſon, Nam Chri- 


ſtus eſt eternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, ſeu non neceſſario exi- 
tit. See Depoſition, Witneſs 15th. | 9 3 . 


V. Art. 'FHird Witneſs, Edward Boyd, Ihat he heard Pro- 

feſſor ſay, That we were, not to underſtand by 
Omocuſien, either a Numerical or Speciſical Eſſence ;, for if Na- 
merical, it would be Sabellianiſm, and if Specifical, it would 


make three Gods, but that it was talis eſſentia que admittit 


tres perſonas & unum Deum; but remembers not if the Re- 
mark on Omoouſion was given as the Profeſſor's own |udgment, 


or that of the Nicene Fathers, but thinks talis eſſentia, &c. 
was given as his own Opinion; remembers not that he gave 


any other Name to, or Notion of that Heere 5th W. Wil- 
liam Denniſton, That he gave it as his own Opinion, that the 
three Perſons in the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be either 


* 


Numeritally or Specifically one in Eſſence, and that it was ſuch 
an Oneneſs as included Three Perſons, and excluded Three Gods, 
and heard him give no other Name to the Qneneſs, nor no 

P it; and utttred the above Propoſitions in La- 


other Notion o | 
tin. 10th W. William Langford, heard the Profeſſor bring a 
Defivition out of Ariſtotle, (as he beſt remembers) according 
to which, Numerical Eſſence is the Eſſence of an individual 
| Perſon, which cannot be cammunicated to any others; and 
in this Senſe the Profęſſor ſaid, That the Bleſſed Trinity could 
not be ane in Number, becauſe then there would be but one 
Perſon in the Godhead, and is not poſitive if theſe be the ve- 
12 Words. 11th W. Charles Fervey, heard the Profeſſor ſay, 
That the three Perſons of the Godhead were of ene Subſtance, 
Power and Eternity, but does not femember he heard him give 
any Name to, or Notion of that Oneneſs of Subſtance, Power 
and Eternity, and that he neither called it Numerical nor Spe- 
cifical to his Remembrance. 12th W. Alexander Campbell, he 

heard the Profeſſor ſay, The three Perſons of the Gqdhead 

were ſo the ſame, as to be one God in three Perſons, but 
Heard him not give any Name tg, or Notion of that —_ 
r | 2057 


SHA ut Fiperg Byd, That the Profet . 


neſs, ant he uſed theſe Words, or Words to the ſame Pur- 


poſe ; and this he ſaid in teaching ore eee „ 2. of God and 
the Holy Trinity; and in teaching the ſame Chapter, he heard 
him ſay, That by adhering to the Account laid down there, 


| we would on the one Hand be ſecured from the Objections 
of the Arians, and from running into Sabellianiſm on the o- 
ther. 12th W. Fohn Muirhead, heard the Profeſſor teach, 


That the three Perſins in the Godhead, were the ſame in Sub- 
ſtance but did not hear him give any Name to, or Notion of 


that Sameneſs. 15th W. Alexander Barr, heard the Profeſſor 


fay, The Perſons of the Bleſſed Trinity were ſo diſtinct, as 


that the perſonal Properties of the One cannot be theſe of the 
Other, but not ſo as to be Specifically Three Gods; and they 
ſo agree as to be one God, yet not Numerically one in Eſſence: 


But the Deponent cannot be poſitive, that every one of the 
Words in the Artiele immediately above, are the Words uſed 
by the Profeſſor, neither can he ſay that any of them are his 
own Words, and not the Profeilor's. William M*<Clae 20th W. 


heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the Unity of the Three Perſans 


of the Trinity was not Specifical, becauſe this would make 
them Three Gods. That the Manner of this Unity was not re- 
vealed in Scripture, and it ſeemed to be above our Capacities to 


conceive it. 


VI. Art. Hird Witneſs, Edward Royd remembers, That 


RE be ſaid the Three Perſons were all indeed owe 
God, and had the ſame infinite Divine Perfections, hut heard 


not the other Wards, viz. Whether the Subject, &c. .gth W. 
illiam Boyd, That in December 1725, Profeſſor ſaid, The 
Perſons in the Trinity were all indeed one God, that is, have 
all the ſame infinite Diyine Perfections; 4ut whether the Sub- 
Peck of theſe Perfetiins be different was another Queſtion, and 
(craps too Metaphyſical for us to determine. | Th 


VII. Art. 


Ixth Wit. William Brown, That the Profeſſor ſaid 
1 in private Converſation, that in the Trinity there 
| JE three intelligent Agents or Agencies ; Which turther ex- 
laining, the Deponent replied, Then there muſt likewiſe be 
Tree Beings. Profeſſor anſwered, as he remembers, No doubt 
that, or certainly there muſt, or Wards to that Purpoſe; 
his happened in the Profeſſor's Houſe about the End of March 
726. 7th W. James Bane, That he has heard the Profeſſor 
% as he thinks, to the beſt of his Remembrance, That in the 
rinity there are Three intelligent Beings, and that it was laid 
metime in the Seſſion begun in Octeber 1725. 


VIII: Art. 
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VIII. Art, TAmes Sloſs 1ſt Witneſs, That he heard him teach 

pol I Deus Pater fuit ante Drum filium, non tempore 
fed cauſalitate, and alſo theſe Words, Ni ſupponamus Deum 
nan poſſe creare ab eterno, but is not poſitive but ſomethin 
interveened betwixt the two Propoſitions; took the two Pro- 
p;fitions to be the Profeſſor's own Opinion. ee SIGDIGED 


ARX. I. Probation continued. James Peden 25. W. thought 
the Profeſſor altered teaching, and gave Caution in Libel, 
J. M. Alpin 27th W. The Profeſſor did not alter Sabftance ef 
Dot: ine, beard him give Caution in Libel on Pole micł Con- 
e before October 1725, but heard it not ſince, becauſe there 
vas no ſuch Conference, the Profeſſor being in ill Health. 
William Coats 28th W. altered his teaching. George Adam 
3oth W. thinks he altered his teaching concerning the Tranuy 
ths laſt Sellion he attendees. PITS ee 


e Ru e e e e e ee 
Particalar EXCUL PAT 1 0 WA 
I. Art. T Profeſſor refers to his Defences on this & 


* 


ticle of the Libel, Page 52, Cc. 753 


1 


II. Art. D Efers to his Letter to the Presbytery, and Ar F 


ſwers to the Presbytery's References on thi 


Subject on Paſſage Third in his Letter, againſt which th: 


 Presbytery object im their References, Page 26, 5 


III. Art. R. Ritebie, 2d W. That he heard an Argu- 
IVI ment propoſed to the Profeſſor, whereof the 
Concluſion was, Then the Son is Dependent ; Profeſſor anſwered 
'The Terms Dependent and Independent, could not be pro 
perly applied to the Relations of the Divine Perſons. W:{lzan 
Brown 6th W. Profeſſor replied, If Independency be taken i! 
ſuch a Senſe, as to include the perſonal Property of the Fathe 
it could not be a plied to the Son. William Boyd, goth W. 
Student propoſed a Queſtion, Whether or not, what the Pr. 
F for faid, feemed to derogate from the Son's Independency 
Profeifor anſwered, Fauſt as you underſtand the Word Inde pen 
dent; and diſtinguiſhed its Meaning, juſt as the Profeffor 
Letter and Anſwers, and ſaid, That the Werds Dependent an- 
Independent were very improper and ambiguous, becauſe ord 
rarily ſpoken of Creatures, and ſo not fit to be uſed * 

5 | pes 


K 


3 10 | | 

ſpect to the Perſons of c gs or to expreſs their perſonal 

elatiorÞ by; Vide Depoſition, Wit. gth, Lew:s Chapman, 
22d W. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, in Anſwer to a Queſtion or 
Objection, That the Term ae when made Uſe of 
on the Subject of the perſonal Properties of the Father and 
Son, could not be ſo pertinently uſed as Scriptural Expreſſions ; 
but does not remember he quarrelled the Term Neceſſary 
exiſtence on that Subject. James Stirling, 26. W. Heard an 
Objection by a Student, the Concluſion whereof was, Then the 


Son of God would not be Independent: and the Profeſſor an- 


ſwered, Theſe Terms Dependent and Independent were not 
mentioned in Scripture, and conſequently were not fit to be uſed 
on this Subjeck. Alexander Johnſton, 29th W. That he heard 
the Objection libelled made by a Student, about the Son's 
being Independent of the Father; the Profeſſor anſwered, Do 


yow think he is Independent of his Father? Certainly none can 


effirm that he is not begotten, altho' our ſhallow or finite Capacities 
cannot poſſibly comprehend, or have any Notion of the modus or 
Manner of his Generation. See Defences on Article II. Page 53. 


IV. Art. Ed ward Boyd, zd W. That this current Seſſion, 
the Profeſſor ſaid, The Argument in Mark was 
not good agaipſt Ariſtotle, and heard him not give the ſame 
Reaſon for it as he had given the former Year. William Men- 
crief, 14th W. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, Profeſſor Mark's Ar- 
gument againſt the Eternity of the World, was not concluſive 
againſt the Ariſtotelians. Lewis Chapman, 22 W. Heard the 
Profeſſor ſay, There was an utter Diſparity betwixt the 3 


„F the World, and the eternal Generation of the Son of God, 
4} and gave this Reaſon, That the World muſt be finite, whereas 


the Sor is of infinite and unlimited Perfections. See Defences | 
2gainſt this Article of the Libel, Page 54. &c. called Article 
as or hr PRs » 8 


V. Art. T Iliam Langford. 1oth W. Heard the Profeſſor 
5 Y bring a Definition of Numerical Eſſence out 
of Ariſtotle, as be belt remembers, according to which, Nu- 
merical Eſſence is the Eſſence of an individual Perſin which 
cannot be communicated to any other; and in this Senſe, the 
Profeflor ſaid, That the Bleſſed Trinity could not be One in 
Number, becauſe then there would be but ene Perſon in the 
Godhead ; is not poſitive If theſe be the very Words, but they 
were theſe, or Words to that Meaning. Alexander Campbell, 
12th W. He heard the Profeſſor ſay, The Three Perſens. of the 
Godhead were ſo the ſame as to be One God in Three Perſons, 
and by adhering, to Account laid down, Confeſ. Chap. 2, 8 3» 
We would, on the one Hand be ſecured. from the, Obje&ions 
ot the Arians, and from running into Sabellianiſm on 0 
; RED CENCTe 


I „„ 

wich Jahn - Muirhead, 13th 1 Heard the Profeflor fay, 
That the Three Perſons of the Godhead were the prme in 
Subſtance, but heard him not give any Name to, or Notion 
of t':at Sameneſs; and, that there was One God, and that there 
were Three Perſons in the Godhead, the Father, Son and Holy 
Ghoſt; that they were ſo far different, that there were different 
Properties applied to them, the Father was of None, neither 
begotten nor proceeding, the Sen was begotten of the Father, and 
th: H.ly Ghoſt proceeded from both ; but they were ſo far One, 
that they ought juſtly be called, The One ouly living and True 
God. William Mcncrief, 14th W. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, 
_ Chriftus eſt idem eſſentia cum Patre quamvis 14 er ſona. 
Thomas Hamilton, 17th W. That the Profeſſor ſaid, The Per- 
ſons of the Trinity were not of the ſame ſpecifical Eſſence, be- 
cauſe that would be Trithezſm, nor of the fame Numerical 
| Eff-nce, if taken in the Senſe it was taken by ſome, applied 
only to ene Perſon, for then it would be Sabellianiſm; and ſaid, 
It was falis unitas que excludit Tritheiſmum ab una parte, 
Sabellianiſmum ab altera, qua includit tres perſonas © unum 
Deum; That it was the ſame Subſtance, when ſpeaking of the 
Trinity, becauſe of the Simplicity of the Divine Perfections. 
IWiliam Miller, 19th W. That he heard the Profeſſor, this 
Seffion, teach, when ſpeaking of the Vneneſs of the Subſtance 
of the Perſons of the Godhead, That it could not be one ſpe- 
cifical Subltance, elſe it would lead to Tr:theiſm, and could 
not be Numerical, as applied to Creatures, elſe it would 
lead to Sabelliauiſm, or be the ſame with the Monouſion, 
which is their CharaRer ; but the Orthodox Divines made 
uſe of the Term, one Numerical, or one Subſtance in Num- 
ber in a very good Senſe, to which he agreed; and added 
as the beſt Anſwer that we could give to the Adverſa- 
ries of that Doctrine, That in the Unity of the Godbead, 
there were Three Perſons, the Father, Son and Holy Gboſt, 
who were ſufficiently diſtinguiſhed by their perſonal Pro- 
perties, yet tho they were thus diſtinguiſhed, they were 
but One Ged, bith according to Scripture and Reaſon. Lewis 
Chapman, 22d. Witneſs, Heard the Profeſſor teach as his 
own Opinion, That the Terms Numerical and Specifical, 
when applied to Subſtances, and taken in the Senſe fre- 
quently uſed in the Schools, r not, or could not be 
applied to the Perſons of the Trinity; becauſe the Term 
Numerical, when taken in that Senle, excluded Three Per- 
ſens, and that of Specifical would infer Three Gods: But 
that this we were always to maintain, That there muſt be 
Three Perſons and One God, in Oppoſition to Sabell:aniſm on the 
one Hand, and Tritheiſm on the other; and that the Three Per- 
ſons of the Trinity were the ſame in Subſtance, equal in Power 


and Glory, and diſtinguiſhed only by their perſona} Properties - 
Ea n 
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VII. Art. 
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And Feard him give no i 9. or Notion of that One- 
neſs.” Ja Stirling 26th Wit. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the 
Three Perſons in the Trinity could not be ſaid to be of one nu - 
merical Subſtance, or one ſpecifical Subſtance, as theſe Terms 


were uſed by the Ariſtotelian Philoſophers when applied to ratio- 


nal Creatures, becauſe if they were ſaid to be of one numeri- 
cal Subſtance, as that Term is uſed by theſe Philoſophers they 
would be hut one Perſon, and if they were ſaid to be of one 
ſpeciſical Subſtance, they would be Three Gods: And that they 


were ſo one as to be Three Perſons, and ſo Three Perſons as 


to be but one God. Ja. M.Alpine, 27th W. Heard the Profeſ- 


ſor ſay, That there was ſuch an Unity in the Godhead as was 
conſiſtent with the Diſtintion of Perſens, which ought to be al- 
ways maintained againſt the Sabellians, and that there was ſuch 
a Diſtin&ion of Perſons as was conſiſtent with the Trinity, 
which ought to be maintained againft the Arians. And that the 


Profeſſor added, That perhaps it was impoſſible for us while 
here, to know the preciſe Meaning of that Oneneſs, or Diſtin- 


ction of Perſons, and cited that Text, Who ſhall declare his Ge- 
aeration.” | „ 


VI. Art. 1 * being but one Witneſs, a particular Excul- 


pation was needleſs. | 


iam Boyd, gth Wit. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, 
/ That the Perſons of the Trinity were indeed 
repreſented to us in Scripture as diſtinct intelligent Agents, and 
that they had certainly a diſtin& perſonal Agency, otherwiſe we 


behoved to ſay, That the Father was incarnate and ſuffered as 
well as the Son; but never heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the 


Three Perſons of the Trinity were Three diſtin Beings. 12th 
W. Alexander Campbel, He heard the Profeifor uſe one or other 
of theſe Two Propoſitions, viz. Chriſtus eſt idem ens cum Patre, 
tagtummodo perſona diſtintus ; or, Cbriſtus non eft ens diſtin- 
Gum a Patre, ſed perſona diſtintus. Alexander Mculoch, 234 
W. Heard the Profeſſor ſay, Chriftus eft idem ens cum Patre, 


 #antummoda perſona diſtinitus. 


VIII. Art. Ewis Chapman, 22d Wit. Has heard the Profeſ- 
1 ſor aſſert, That the naming the Father Cauſe 
Filii was a very improper Way of Speaking, and ſay, Pater eſt 
prior Filio paternitate, but non prior tempore. Frederick Carmi- 
chael, 24th W. Heard the Profeſſor remark, That to call the 
Father Cauſa Filii was @ harſb Way of Speaking; and that he 
has heard him, in Oppoſition thereto, oftner than once uſe 


_ Theſe Words, Pater eft prior Filio ordine © paternitate, ſed non 
tempore. James Stirling, 2 W. Heard the Profeſſor affirm, 


That 


r 
That Pater eſt prior Filio, non tempore ſed ordine 3 and, that 
whatever could be affirmed of the Father, ought to be, or fnould 
be affirmed of the Son. ROE 85 * WS 


CECE 
General EXCULPATION. 


" Ames Ritchie, 24 W. Has heard the Profeſſor ſay, That the 
j Three Divine Perſons were ef one Subſtance, Power and E- 

IF ternity, that is, infinite, eternal, unchangeable, in their 
Being, Wiſdom, Power, Holineſs, Fuſtice, Goodneſs, and other 
Divine Perfections; and added f,om Pſal it. Iwill declare the 
Decree, Thou art my Son, this Day have I begotten thee, That 
the Son is as ancient as the Decree, that is, eternal. Theſe 
Ihings uttered betwixt the Firſt of December 1725, and laſt of 
March 1726, when teaching Confeſſica, Chap. 8. That the Pro- 

feſſor aſſerted on the faid Chapter, That there was nothing af- 
firmed of the Father but ſhould be of the Sen, except the Father's 
perſonal Property, which is incommunicable: That the Profeſ- 


for ſaid, That from created Perſons having each a different 


Subſtance. we could not infer, that each Divine Perſon beho- 
ved ta have a different Subitance, the Subſtance of created 
Perſons being finite, and the Divine Subſtance immenſe. In his 
additional Depolition, That the Profeſſor atferted as his own 
Opinion, and defended, That the Sin of God was not made or 
created, but eternally begotten of the Father, was by Nature 
God, was mere properly God, than the Sen of any Man could be 
a Man, becauſe endued with the very ſame Perfetions where- 
with (God the Father is; and proved the Son of God was not 
created, from Jobn i. 3. Al Things were made by bim, &c. 
which proved, he ſaid, That the Son of God was net among the 
Number of Creatures, but infinitely above them, ſeeing every 
Thing that was made, was made by the Sen. And heard him 
refute Dr. Clark's Notion of a God, when he places it in Spixi- 
tual Domination. Edward Bryd, zd Wit. That the !] rofeſfor 
taught the Doctrines of the 2d Chapter of the Confeſſion, as his 
own Judgment, ſo far as he remembers, and alſo of Chap. 8. 
Par. 2. and that the Deponent was ſatisfied with the Explica- 
tion of it, and that the Profeſſor ſaid nothing on the Words On 

| Subſtance. Alexander Duncan, 4th Wit. That the Profeſſor 
taught Confefſign, Chap. 8. Set. 2. That the Son of God, the 
Second Perlprin the Trinity, is Very and Eternal God, &c. 
N Nebepent's Satisfaction. Dougal Allan, 8th W. That 
he he rd t e Profeſſor teach Confeſſion, Cap. 8th ; and heard him 
ſay nothing to make him doubt it was the Profeſſor's own Opi- 
nion. 


nes 107 33 3 
nion. Villiam Lang ford, 16th W. Heard the Profeſſor teach 
as his own judgment the Doctrine of God and the Holy Trini- 


ty, in Confeſſion, Cap. 2d. As alſo Confeſſion, Cap. 8. particular- 
ly beginning Sect. 2d. particularly, That the Son of God, the 


2d Perſon of-the Trinity, is very God, of one Subſtance, and equal 
with the Father; and, that the Son hath Life in himſelf, accor- 
ding to that Text, John v. 26. and proved by the Four uſual 
Arguments, That the Son is Grd, and that the Profeſſor did 


net take the Word God in an improper Senſe, to {ignify one 
that has ſpiritual Domination or Power, againſt which Notion 


he warmly recommended to the Students to read the great and 
learned Guſſetius, upon the Word Elochim. And that he heard 
the Profeſſor teach, that the Son is eternally begotten of the Fa- 


ther; and the Deponent never heard the Profeſſor in the leaſt 
inſinuate, That he was created or made. That the Profeſſor. 


did in general laſt Winter cenſure the Arian Doctrincs, of which 
there is a full Account in Theodoret's Hiſtory, to which he re- 
ferr'd ; particularly the Doctrine, That there was a Time in 
which the Son was not, and that he is of a mutable Nature. 
Charles Fervey, 1:ith Wit, He heard the Profeſſor teach Conſeſ- 
fon, Cap. 2d. and to his Remembrance, he did not deny, or 
impugn any Article of Doctrine contained therein. That he 
has heard the Profeſſor fay oftner than once, That the Son 1s 


very and eternal God; that the Sin is pſſeſſed of all Divine 
Perfections: And, that he heard the rotfeſſor deny, That the 


Son was created or made, when refuting the Arian Herely ; 
and he heard him teach, That the Son was eternally begotten 
of the Father. Alexander Campbel, 12th Wit. Heard the Fro- 
feſſor ſay, That all the Divine Perte&ions belonged to the Son, 
except the Father's perſonal Property. but is not poſitive of theſe 
Words; That he heard him ſay, That the Son was very and 
eternal God, and that Chriſtus eſt Deus natura, in Oppoſition 
to Dr. Clark, as the Deponent thought. 14th W. Willzam 
Moncrief, he heard the Profeſſor teach, That all the Eſſential 
Divine Perfections were common to all the Three Ferions 
in the Godhead, only their perſenal Properties were not commons 
15th W. Alexander Barr, That he heard the Protellor ſay, 
When God the Father is faid to have begotten the Son, it is 


not to be underſtod as in any Part of Time, ard whatever is 4 
before Time is from Eternity, tho? in the Order of Things, we | 3 
Time. See alſo Page 87. 16th Wit. George Meek, Heard tbe | 
Proteffor teach as his own Opinion, That the oon is very and 


conſider the Father before the Son and Holy Ghoſt, but not in 


eternal God. ' 17th Wit. Thomas Hamilten, Heard the Profeſ- 
for teach, That the Son was very. Grd, and prove it from his 
creating the World. 18th Wit. David Bannantyne, Profeflor 
taught, That all the Eſſential Perfections of the Father agreed 
ro the Son, but the perſonal Property of the Father could not be 
| 7 | 6 | appiizd 


1 Ih 
7 > the Son. William Miller, 8 Heard the Pro- 


efſor teach, That the Son of God, the Second Perſon öf the 


Trinity, is very and eternal God, of one Subſtance, aud yt 
with the Father; and that he has ſeveral T imes heard the Pro- 
feſſor affirm, That all the Divine Perfections belonged to the Son 
4 well as to the Father, only the Father's perſonal Property did 
not agree to the Son. William M*iClae, 20th Wit. Heard the 
Profeffor teach, as his own Opinion, the Doctrine of Confeſ- 
ſion, Chap. 2d. and heard him 1 to be the true 
God, and a God of infinite Per fections, on Confeſſion, Chap. 8. 
from that Natiqn of God, with which the whole Seripture is 


uſhered in, viz. That of being Creator; and ſeeing Chriſt is 


7 


ſaid to be the Creator in the Firſt of John's Goſpel, there- 
fore he muſt be the ſame with that only true God 

by all the Writers of the 0/4 Teſtament. Chriſt being the 
true God, he proy'd likewiſe from the Import of the origi- 
nal Words, Iſaiab ix. 6. where he obſerved, That the Word 
El, with the adjoint Epithet Gibbor, could be applied to no 


Being but the true Gcd, and that this was taught in the Seſ- 


ſion begun QFober 1725; and the Profeſſor ſaid the ſame in 
refuting Dr, Clark's Opinion, and that the ſaid laſt Seſſion, he 


heard the Profeſſor teach, That all the Divine Perfettions be- 


longing to the Father, belonged alſo to the Son, but the perſo- 
nal Property did not: And alſo, that ſeſus Chriſt is ſaid to 
be the Creator, and that to create required infinite Perfection, 
and a Being of infinite Perfection could not be created. And 
further, that the Son was eternally begotten of the Father, 
without beginning of Time, and that the Son was the ſame. 
with the Father; to prove which he uſed that Text in the firſt 


Epiſtle of Jobn, And there are three that bear Record in Hea- 


ven, &c. the Authentickneſs of which Text, the Profeſſor ſaid 


was diſputed by ſome, But he aſſerted it: He allo heard the. 
Profeſſor teach, That Feſus Chriſt by his proper Perfections cre _ 
eted the Worid, and when it is {aid of him in the New Teſta- 


ment, By whom alſo he made the Worlds. the Particle qa was 
not to he underſtood inſtrumentaliter. John Anderſon 2 iſt W. 


heard the Profeſſor. aſſert, That there was one God and Three 


Perſons, and that theſe Three were one, ſo as to be the ſame 


11 Subſtance, Power and Eternity. And that he heard the 


Profeſſor affert, That the ſecond Perſon of the Trinity was 2s 


ether G:d from the Father, and that the Son was poſſeſſed of all 


Divine Perfettions with the Father. his perſonal Property except- 


ed. And that he has heard him aſſert, That the Son was eter- 


rally begotten of the Father, and was no Creature. Lewis 


Chapman 22d W. heard the Profeſſor aſſert and prove, That = 
the 'Seu was not nor could not be ſaid to be ireated or made, 


end that the Son muſt be eternally begotten without any Begin- 
#78 of Time; and that the beſt Notion we could haye of the 


Son's 


ſpoken of _ 
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the Father bath Life in himſelf, ſo hath be given tothe Sen to 
bave Life in himſelf. Alexander M Culloch 23d W; heard. the 
Profeſſor teach, That the Son of God, the Secend. Perſon of 
the Trinity, is very and eternal God, and pyoy'&, that the Son 
is eternally begotten of the Father, without heginning of Du- 
ration; and make uſe of that Scripture, Jobn v. 26. in ex- 
plaining the ſaid eternal Generation. Frederick Carmichael, 
24th W. heard the Profeſſor teach the Propoſitions of Confeſ- 
feſſion, Chap. 2d. as his own Opinion, And recommended tbem 
as the beſt Form of Words he had ever met with, for expreſſing 
what the Scripteres taught us concerning the Myſtery of the Tri- 
nity; and alſo heard him teach, as his own Opinion, on Con- 
feſſion, Chap. 8, that the Son of God, the Second Perſon of 
the Trinity, is very and eternal God, of one Subſtance and e. 
ual with the Father. And has alſo heard him aſſert and prove, 
hat the Son of God was neither created nor made. And 
heard him, when upon Pictet, aſſert, That Chriſtus Filius Dei 
creaturas omnes dignitate infinite ſuperat, cum omnes creave- 
rit, non ut inſtrumentum, 7 per eſſicaciam ſuæ potentiæ. 
James Peddin 25th W. heard the Profeſſor read and explain 
the Confeſſion, Chap. 2. and does not remember that he denied 
or impugn'd any Article therein; that laſt Seſſion he heard 
him teach, as his own- Opinion, on Confeſſion, Chap. 8. That- 
the Son of God, the Second Perſon of the Trinity, is very and 
eternal God, of one Subſtance and equal with the Father, and 
1 as the Deponent thought. And heard him ſay, That the 
on of God was neither made nor. created, and that the Son 
was eternally begotten of the Father. James Stirling 26th W. 
heard the Profeſſor teach, Confeſſion, Chap. 2. and expreſſed 
him(elf well ſatisfied with the Do&rine therein. Alſo heard 
him teach on Confeſſion; Chap. 8. as his own Opinion, That the 
Son of God, the Second Perſon of the Trinity, is very and. e- 
ternal God, of one Subſtance, and equal with the Father; and 
that the Son of God was neither created nor made: And heard 
him affirm and prove, That the Son of God was eternally be- 
gotten of the Father, without Beginning of Duration, and that 
the Son was by, Nature God, and infinztely above all created 
Beings whatſoever. F. M* Alpin, 27th Witneſs, That he heard 
the Profeſſor teach 2d and $th Chap. of Confeſſion, and did not 
hear him diſſatisfied with any Article therein, but recommend- 
ed them to the Students as the beſt Expreſſions they could 
make Uſe of to expreſs themſelves on the Subject mentioned in 
theſe Chapters; That he heard the Profeſſor aſſert and prove, 
That the Son was not created. William Coats, 28th Wit. That 
he heard the Profeſſor teach on the 2d and 8th Chapters of Con- 
feſſion, and teach the Do&rines therein contained as his own. 
Opinion; That he heard him refute all the Branches of the 
e 3 * . 8 | . ian 
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Arian Hereſy, l "age the Son of God was geeither 
created nor made, but eternally begotten of the Father, and 
that he was infinitely above all Creatures, as being Creator ; 
That he heard the Profeffor ſeyeral Times aſſert, That every 
Thing that is to be affirmed of the Father, is alſo to be af- 
firmed of the Son, except the Father's perſonal Property. A- 
Iexander Johnſton 29th W. heard the Profeſſor confute the A. 
rian and Sabellian Notions, with reſpe& ts the Trinity; but 
does not remember his Words 
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ticle, there being nothing of Releyancy in it. 

Z It is to be noticed, 1970, That by comparing the De- 
poſitions of the Witneſſes on this Article, both as to Proha- 
tion and Exculpation together, that which it ſeems the Pro- 
feſſor has ſaid upon the firſt Part of the ſaid Article, has been 


to this Purpole, That the Terms Dependent and Independent 


not being mentioned in Scripture, were not ſo proper or per- 
tinent to be uſed with Reſpe& to the Perſons in the Trinity, or 


to expreſs their perſonal Relations by, as Scriptural Expreſſi- 


ons were in a Matter of pure Revelation; for that theſe Terms 


being ordinarily ſpoken of Creatures, were thereby rendered 


ambiguous and unfit to be uſed upon the Subject of the per- 
ſonal Properties of the Father and Son; but if we would uſe 
them, they behoved to be explained: And, if the Word In- 
dependent be taken in a Senſe that includes the perſonal Pro- 
perty of the Father, it could not be applied to the Son; but 
if ſaid of him anyways conſiſtent with the perſonal Properties 
of the Father and the Son, it would no doubt agree to him. 
- 2do, It appears to be a Miſtake in Alexander Barr, the 15th 
Witneſs, who was was but a very young Student, in ſaying, 
That the Profeſſor quarrelled the Term Neceſſary-exiſtence, upon 
the Occafion mentioned by him in his Oath.; for in this Cale he 
is fingular, and none of the other Students do concur. with 
him therein; for Mr. Brown is not poſetive. 1 
' 3tio, As to the laſt Part of the Article, „That when a Student 
« argued, That if the Son was not Independent, he was not 
« Neceſſarily-exiſtent, and ſo might not have been, the Profeſſor 
ce ſhou!d have ſaid, How do you know that? lt deſerves to be 
noticed. That tho? Eleven Witneſſes have been examined upon 
what paſſed betwixt the ſaid Student and the Profettor,yet there is 
| | BY | nt 


1 is unneceſſary to remark any Thing upon the Firſt Ar- 
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not any Two of them that have 83 the ſame Account 
of the. OAnference, but ſeverals of them do differ very widely from 
one another. N | or 05977 etal H-14007 
4to, As to the Four Witneſles, vi. William Bromn, George 
Meek, Alexander Barr, and Thomas Hamilton, who ſay moſt 
againſt the Profeſſor on this Article, they do not agree ins the, 
Words that the Profeſſor uſed. Brown's Words are, That the 
Profeſſor ſaid, We know not tbeſe Things, or we knew not. 
whether he might have had a Being or not. Meek's Words are, 
That the Profeſſor anſwered, That neither you nor I know any 
Thing about that; and what theſe two Witneſſes ſay has a 
very different Senſe. from the Words which Alexander Barr 
and Thomas Hamilton uſe, viz. That the Profeſſor anſwered, 
How do you or we know that? So that theſe Witneſſes differing 
ſo materially in their Accounts of the Profeſſor's Words, in 
Anſwer to the Student's Objection, which is the critical Point 
upon which the whole of this Article depends, they thereby 
deſtroy one another's Teſtimony ; for it is impoſſible, that at 
one and the ſame Inſt ant of Time, the Profeſſor ſhould have 
uſed ſuch different Words, in Anſwer to one and the {ame 
Objection, eſpecially when the Words do carry ſo wide and 
different a Meaning; for the Words, How do you know that? 
Implies no more in a Debate, than the Denial or Doubting of 
the Ob jector's Conſequence, and the putting it to him to male 
out his Conſequence ;, which is lawful and uſual in the managing 
of an Argument of Diſpute (as this was;) whereas the Words, 
We know not theſe Things, or, we know not whether he migbt 
have had a Being er not, are much ſtronger, as carrying in 
them the Appearance of an expreſs Denial, or at leaſt a ſtronger 


Degree of Doubtfulneſs of the Point in Queſtion. 


5to, From the Diſcrepancy of all the Witneſles, in giving 
Account of this Diſpute, which happened betwixt the Student 
and Profeſſor, it is evident, that we have not the Profeſſor's 
own preciſe Words, which he uſed upon that Occaſion ; and 
therefare he can never be.condemn'd of Error' upon any Thing 
that is contained in the Proof; for one can only be convicted 
of Error from his own Words, and to-cordemn the Profeſlor 
upon the various and INE pant Words uſed by the Witnefles, 
and the apparently lame, different and inconnected Accounts 
they give of that Dialogue, would be to punith him for their 
Miſtakes, and not for any Error that he has been really 


guilty of. 


It may indeed be ſaid, That it is not impoſſible that the 
Profeſſor has uſed, upon that Occaſion, all the different Ex- 
preſſions that the Witneſles have condeſcended on; Lo which 
it is anſwered, That ſuppoſing it were ſo; yet {till it is evident, 
that at leaſt, we want the interjefed Prepoſitions to which theſe 
various and diſcrepant Words mentioned by the — to 
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have. heen ſuid hy be Profeſſor, do correſpond; and 3 
We have not the whole in its true Connexion, Without 
which, we can never judge, whether the Profeſſor upon that 
Ocecaſiom did advance any Thing that was truly amiſs; for it 
is obvious, that we can never judge of any Diſcourſe from 
Serapes and Parcels of , Sentences,: when taken out of their due 
and natural Order; for atethat Rate, "Hereſy might be found 
in all, or any of che moſt Orthodox. Writings extant. 


** * 


It is more: than probable froni the different Depoſitions of | 


the Eleven Witneſſes, who have deponed upon this Article, 
that we have not the whole Dialogue in its natural Order, and 
that. one Witneſs tells what he minds of it, and another what 


he remembers of it, and others repreſent it as they took ir; for 


ſeverals of them are nat paſitive as to the Expreſſions; which 
was. no Wonder, eonſider ing, that above 15 Months inter- 
veened betwirxt the Lime that it happened and their depon- 
ing, and it is moſt likely, that every one of them has omit- 
ted ſametbing in their Narrative, by which the Senſe muſt 
bo quite altered; which is further confirmed from the Depo- 
ſition of William Boyd, the gthi Witneſs, who ſeems to give 
the moſt diſtinct Account of this Matter, in as far as he re- 
membered it, in theſe Words, 4 That the Profeſſor (as the De- 
n ponent remembers) in explaining: that Chapter of the Con- 
455 felon: of Faith, concerning Religious Par mae the Sabbath 
t Day, ſeemed to: ſay. Jomerhing, which à certain Student 
<«. thought inconſiſtent / with the / Son's Independency and Ne- 
ce cefſary-exiſtences whos. accordingly propoſed to him this 
e Difficulty or: Queſtion; Whether vr not that did not derogate 
< from the Son's: adependency? The Profeſfor anſwered, Juſt 
& as you underſtand: the Word Independent; and fo he di- 
<« ſtinguiſhed; the Meaning of it, juſt as in the Profeſſor's Let- 
«© ter and Anſwers! to the Presbytery's References, which 
Letter and Anſwers: the Deponent has ſeen and read : 
Depones, That the Prefeſſor, ſaid, That the Words Depen- 
<«< dent and Independent were very improper and ambiguous, 
“ becauſe -ordinarily ſpoken of Creatures, and fo not fit to 
cc be uſed-with Reſpe& to the Perſons of the Trinity, or to 
_ © expreſs their perſonal Relations by; The Students replied, 
„ in whatever Sens we took it, if he were not Independent, 
- « he could not be NeceſſariJy-exiſtent. I.. che beſt of the 
« Deponent's Remembrance, the Profeſſor began his Anſwer 
% with theſe Words, How do ye know that? (but is not 


e poktive;) however, in regard that theſe Words were only 


* tafrodutory to ſame. other N that followed in the 
% Anſwer, the Deponent cannot ſay, That theſe Words, (thus 


, ſtanding ſeparate from what followed) were the full and com · 
<<. pleat Anſwer to the Difficulty. The Student replied, then, 
Six, it is poſſible the So might not have been, and the m_— 
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ee nig bt have been without him. The Profeſsor ſpoke firſt ſome- 
_ « thing to this, which the Deponent has forgot; but the laſt 
© Thing he ſpake with Relation to this, was preciſely theſe 
de Words. But the true Anſwer to it is this, that is @ Phils- 


3 60 ophical Nicety which we kuow nothing about; and un- 
eſs theſe Words, which he has forgot, were produced, it is im- 
what the Profeſsor called Philoſophical Nice- 
tres. 5 3 3 1 
Sto, It deſerves to be noticed, that the Witneſses who de- 
pone in the Prateſsor's Exculpation, viz, Ritchie, Boyd, Chap- 


man and Stirling are the Students of the oldeſt. ſtanding 


s 


In Divinity and conſequently are to be preſumed not only to 


have the moſt Knowledge, but to underſtand belt the Profeſsor's 
Sentiments and Ways of ſpeaking upon theſe Subjects, having - 
Heard him more frequently upon them, than others who are of 


2 later ſtanding, as ſeveral of theſe are, who depone any Thing 


that ſeems to make againſt the Profeſsor. | 
ino, In this Uncertainty, which neceſſarily ariſes from the 
Proot of this Article by Witneſses, either no Judgment at 


all can be paſsed upon it, or if we will judge with any Degree 


of Certainty, we muſt have Recourſe to the Profeſsor's Letter, 
Anſwe.:s, and other Papers given in to the Presbytery, which 
contain his own Account of it. It is a Privilege juſtly allowed 
to every Man to explain his own Words, even when it is certain 
what preciſe Words were uſed by him; but when there is an 
abſolute Uncertainty what were his Words, there it is moſt rea- 
ſonable, and is the conſtant Cuſtom, to have Recourfe to his 
own Account of the Matter; for it is much eaſier for him to 
recolle& and ſet forth, with ſome Degree of Certainty, what he 
himſelf really ſaid upon ſuch an Occafion, than it is for any 


Byſtander ; for the Prafeffor, from his own Conſcieuſneſs of his 


fixed Sentiments, and. ordinary Ways of peaking, and of what 
he then ſaid, is a more ſure and certain Monitor for bringing ta 
his Remembrance what really paſſed, than the fleeting Words 
or Sounds, which tranſiently ſtrike the Ears of the Byſtanders 
can be to them; eſpecially conſidering that they are apt to take 
them in a Senſe which is moſt agreeable to their own Preconcep- 
tions or Notions, which are very different, according to their 
different Degrees of Knowledge, ſudgment and Solidity, ariſing 
from their different Tempers, Ages and Studies; accomling as 
they have more or leſs, or for longer or ſhoxter Time applied 
themſelves, and then to put them in Words of their own, which 
they being once accuſtomed to, they are apt to take them for the 
Profeſſor 's. e eee 1 
$vo, There is the more Reaſon to have Recourſe to the Pro- 


fellor's own Account of this Matter, That it is ſupported by the 
Teſtimpny of werd Wiener that. Lays deponed upen his F- 
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eulpation, viz, By the Devotion of Ritchie the 2d, Boyd the 


, 9th, Chapman: the 22d, Stirling the 26th, and Alexandef John- 
ſſtton the 2gth Witneſſes; and in all Caſes the firſt and greateſt 
_ Regard is juſtly ſhown to the Exculpation. * 


ono, After all the Profeſſor's Recollection, and hearing the 
Proof, it does not at all bring to his Memory that there 
was any Thing then ſpoke of Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiſtence, or 
that it was paſſible he might not have been; only from what 
the Witneſſes have depoled, he believes ſome ſuch Thing has 
been diſcourſed of, only he obſerves, That it was agreeable to 
what was his Opinion, both then and now, that theConſequence 


of that Argument, unleſs the Son be Independent in the ol me 


Senſe the Father is, that is, unbegotten, be cannot be Neceſſarily- 
Exiftent, is not good. . | 3 # 

As to the 4th Article of the Libel, That the Profeſsor, in 
teaching his Students the Chap. de Creatione, Gc. 


It is to be noticed, 1910, That there are only two Witnefles, 


zz. Boyd, and the young Student Bar., who fay, That the Pro- 
felſor appeared diſſatisfied with Mark's Argument againſt the E- 


rernity of the World, and gave this Reaſon, Nam Chriſtu s eſt 


eternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, ſeu non neceſſario exiſtit. For 


as to the other Witneſs, viz. Duncan, he is not politiye that 


the Profeſſor uſed theſe Words. And therefore, 7 

2do, As the Profeſſor is not conſcious that ever he uſed ſuch 
an Expreſſion, and is certain, that it neither is nor ever was 
his Opinion, That Chriſtus non eſt ens neceſſarium, or non ne- 
ceſſarlo exiſtit z ſo it is more than probable, that the Witneſſes 
have been miſtaken by thinking, that he uſed the Word Chriſtus 


When he uſed the Word Mundus. For the Argument the Pro- 
feffor Mark uſed upon that Title was, as is ſet down in the De- 


fences, Page 55. Line 15. Mundus. = 
| 3fzo, It is the more probable, That the Witneſſes have miſta- 


ken the Profeſſor's Expreſſion upon this Head, that it was al. 
together extrinſick and zmpertinent to the Subject he was upon, 
de Creatione Mundi, to ſpeak of Chriſt, nor could it be any 
Refutation of the Eternity of the World to ſay, Chriſtus eff eter - 


nas, ſed non ens neceſſarium; becauſe of what the Profeſſor 
_ Uſed deliberately to teach in his Obſervations upon Mark's Com- 
pendium, as is ſet down in his Defences, Page 55. Line 42. 


4to, That theſe two Witneſſes have been miſtaken, is further 
probable from this, that of the 30. Witneſſes, who have been 


examined, none of them remember, or could poſitively ſay, That 
the Profeflor uſed the ſaid Expreſſion, except the ſaids two 
Witneiles, For it is more likely that two or three Perſons 


might have. miſtaken, the Profeſſor's Expreſſion, than that ſuch | 
an Expreffion (if it had been deliberately uttered or taught) 
ſhould have eſcaped the Obfervation of all the reſt of ſo vume - 


rous an Auditery, eſpecially when the Profeſsor was in Uſe de- 
Y | liberate- 
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liberatgly to teach, as his own Opinion, what is utterly ineon- 


ſiſtent with it. Which, F | 
5to, Is further evident from what the Exculpatory Witneſſes 


have declared upon this Head, in Conſiſtency with, and Sup- 


port of what the Profeſfor himſelf ſays he taught, viz. William 
Moncreif, That he heard the Profeſlor ſay, Mark's Argument 
againſt the Eternity of the World was not concluſi ve againſt the 
Ariſtotelians; and Lewis Chapman depones, he heard the Pro- 
feſtor ſay, There was an utter Diſparity betwixh the Eternity af 
the World, and the Eternal Generation of the Son of God, and 
gave this Reaſon, that the World muſt be Finite, whereas the 
Son is of infinite and unlimited Perfections. To which may be 


added, what the Witneſſes have declared at large in the gene- 


ral Exculpation, concerning the F roteſſor's Orthodox Doctrine, 


in Relation to the Myſtery of the Holy Trinity, as (et forth in 


= Scriptures, and the Confeſſion and Catechiſms of this 
6to, Suppoſing the Profeſſor had inadvertently uſed the ſaid 


Expreſſion, it being neither agreeable to his Opinion, ror the 


Argument he was then ſpeaking of, it ought in Juſtice and 


Charity to be conſtructed to have been a Trip in ſpeaking; 


which Kind of Trips are incident to the greateſt Men, none 
being infallible. SF | 


71, As none can be ſaid to be guilty of Error, but who 


pertinaciouſly continues to maintain and defend it, ſo if the 
Profefſor has been guilty in any Trip in uſing ſuch an Expreſ- 


ſion, as is deponed upon, be hereby retraits it, and declares, 


That it neither js, nor ever was his Opinion, That Chriftus non 


neceſſario exiſtit ; and he humbly hopes, That this Venerable 


Aſſembly will never condemn him, or any Man, as teaching 
Error, for a ſingle Trip in ſpeaking, ſuppoſing he had inad- 
yertently uſed the above Expreſſion, otherwite all the Mini- 
ſters of the Church of Scotland might be condemned on that 
Account. ) ERS I | | 

As to the V. Article, .That the Profeſſor in teaching gave it as 
his own Opinion, &c. 227 | 

As to what the Profeſſor taught on this Head, he referrs ta 
his Letter and other Papers given in to the Presbytery, and ta 
the Depolitions of Lewis Chapman and James Stirling, who con- 
cur, That what the Profeflor taught, was, That the Terms 


Numerical and Specifical, as uſed by the Ariſtotelian Philoſo- 


phers, when applied to rational Creatures, could not be applied 
to the Perſons of the Trinity, becauſe the Term Numerical, as 
ſed by theſe Philoſophers, excluded Three Perſons, and that of 


pecifical would infer Three Gods, but that we muſt always 


maintain, That there are Three Perſons aud one God, in Oppoſi- 
tion to Sabellianiſm on the one Hand, and. Tritheifſm on the o- 
ther; and the Three Perſons in the Trinity are the ſame in 

2 Sul 
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Subſtance, equal in Power and Glory, and diftiuguiſhM only by 
their perſonal Properties. But as to the Profeſtor's giving no o- 
ther Name or Notion of that Oneneſs, he refers to his Defenceg, 
Page 56 and 57, Cc. It being ſufficient, that he maintained, 
as M-Alpin the 27th Witneſs declares he did, That there was 
ſuch an Unity in the Godhead, as was conſiſtent with the Diſtincti- 

en of 3 which ought always to be maintained. againſt the 

Sabelliaut, and that there was ſuch a Diſtinction of Perſons as 

was conſiſtent with the Unity which ought to he maintained 
againſt the Arians; and Alexander Campbel depones, That 
the Profeſlor ſaid, That by adhering to the Account as laid 
down in our Confeſſion, Chap. 2d. Set. zd. we would be an 
the one Hand ſecured from the Objections of the Arians, and 
from running into Sabell:aniſm on the other. 


© The only Thing that's ſuſtained relevant upon this Article, 


is the Profeſſor his teaching what is therein mentioned as his 
own Opinion. Now, there is only one Witneſs, viz. William 
| Benn lan the 5th, that is poſitive that the Profeſſor gaye it as 
bis own Opinion, That the Three Perſons of the Trinity are not 
to be ſaid to be either numerically or ſpecifically One in Eflence ; 
and that it was ſuch an Oneneſs as included Three Perſons, and 
excluded Three Gods; and heard him give no other Name 
to the Oneneſs, nor no other Notian of it; and uttered the 
above Propoſitions in Latin. „ | 
As to the Reſt of the Witneſſes on this Article, there are none 
pf them poſitive as to the Words they depone upon, that they 
are the Words (far leſs contain the Opinion) of the Profeſſor. 
Now as to this ſingle Teſtimony ot Denniſton, tis to be ob: 
ſerved, 1990, That what he adyances could not be the Pro- 
feſſor's Words, for they are in Engliſh, and the Profeſſor taught 
them in Latin, and the Witneſs cannot be depended upon 
as to the Juſtneſs of the Tranſlation, more than his Judgment 
would be truſted as to the Senſe and Import of what the Pro- 

feſlor taught. V 8 
2 Qdo, I is obvious wherein he has miſtaken what the Profeſ- 
ſor taught, from the above concurring Teſtimonies of Chapman 


and Stirling, who declare the Profeſſor only ſpoke of the Terms 


Numerical and Specifical, as they were uſed by the Ariſtotelian 
Philoſophers, when applied to created Subſtances, or rational 
Creatures. | | | 1 5 FX 
3. Denniſton is ſingular in his Teſtimony. IS 

As to the VI. Article, That when the Profeſſor aſſerted, That 
the Three Perſons, Cc. . 

There is only one Witneſs, vx. William Boyd the gth, whe 
declares the Prefeſſor ſaid, Whetber the Subject of theſe Perfecti- 
ons be different, was another Queſtion, and perhaps too Meta- 

phyſical for us to determine; but as this Oath is not preciſely in 
the Terms of the Libel, ſo he is only a ſingle Witneſs. 1 


* 
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As & the VII. Article, That the Profeſor ſhould have taught, 
| That in #be Trinity there were Three intelligent Beings. | 


There is only one Witneſs who depones this, viz. James Bain 
the 7th, and Brown is not politive, ſaying, It was Words to that 


. Purpoſe, which eannot be truſted, and it was at a different Time 
and Place: Beſides, Bain was a very young Student, and only 
you entred, and might eafily miſtake Beings for Agents. Now, 


y the Rules of Scripture, and Laws of all Nations in'all'Ages, 


the Teſtimony of one Witnefs is no juſt or legal Proof againſt 
the Profeflor. | | 


As to the VIII. Article, That the Profeſſor taught, that Deus 


0 # 


Pater eſt, Oc. 5 


There is only one Witneſs, viz. Fames Sloſs, who Depones, | 


That he heard him teach, Deus Pater fuit ante Deum Filium, 
non tempore ſed cauſalitate, and alſo theſe Words, Ni ſuppona- 
aus Deum non poſſe creare ab eterno; but is not politive hut 


ning jntereorand betwizt the Two Propoſitions, and he 


took the Two Propoſitions to be the Profeſſor's own Opinion. 


And as he is ſingle in his Teſtimony, ſo he is. very exceptia- 


nable, it being probable that he was the Firſt that ſpread the 


fama againſt the Profeſſor, on which Account the Profeſſor did 


juſtly object againſt him: Beſides, that he is neither poſitive 


nor clear in what he ſays, and depones upon his Opinion, 


which is not to be allowed to a Witneſs ; and the Depoſition, 
as emitted, does not make Senſe, Deus Pater fuit ante Fili- 


am, Oc, 


And indeed, conſidering that when the Presbytery of Glaſ- 
gow had taken a full Precognition, and ſaw there was only this 


one Witneſs upon that Article, it is ſurpriſing they ſhould haye 
put it into the Libel, when they knew it could neyer be 
— 4 WERE GEES 

Upon the Whole, there is here no legal or cancurring Proof 
againſt the Profeſſor, of any one Article in the Libel, except 
the Fourth, wherein there is the higheſt Probability, that ei- 
ther the Two aboye-mentioned Witneſſes have miſtaken the 


 Profeffor's: Words, or it he has per incuriam uttered the Words 


depoſed upon, it has been a Trip in Speaking, that Propoſition 


being neither n to his Opinion, nor the Argument he 


was ſpeaking of. 5 
As to the Articles of the Libel, founded upon the Profeſſor's 
Letter, he refers to the Letter itſelf, his Anſwers, Defences, and 


» . 


Repreſentation, which are herewith printed. 
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J DEPOSITIONS in Profeſſor 81M. 


s O N' Affair, claſs'd by the Presbytery of 


Glaſgow, according to the different Articles 
of the LIBEL, with the Paſſages which 
congern it in the Profeſſor s Papers. 


2 RT, . 7 5 altering bis Teaching concerning the Bleſſed 
> Trinity, ſince October 1725. 


1. Mr. Sloſs, Numb. 1. 2. Mr. Edward 


Boyd, N. 3. 3. Mr. Alexander Duncan, N. 3. 4s Mr. William 
Denniſten, N. 5. 5. Mr. Charles Fervey, N. 11. 6. Mr. Alex- 
exder McCulloch, N, 24. 7. Mr. Peddin, N. 2. . Mr. Coats, 
N. 29. 9. Mr. Adam, N. 31 | 


4 RT. II- Branch 1. That formerly he uſed to . Bis Students 
| | tbe following Caution, &c. 

1. 4 Mr. Sloſs, N. 1. 2. Mr. Ritcby, N. 2. 3. Mr. Dun- 
can, N. 4. 4. Mr. Denniſton, N. 5. 5. Mr. William Boyd, 
N. 9. 6. Mr. Peddin, N. 26. 7. Mr. M<Alpin, N. 28. That 
he uſed to give it at the Polemick Conferences. 


Branch 2. That he ferbore to give them the ſaid Caution ſince 


October 1725. 
None depone that they heard him give it ſince that Time, a- 


bout the Word W Is Mr. Barr, N. ** 
AR . Il. 


— » »* — — * 
* . 7 K 17 * * 


Nota, The Publiſher would gladly have printed this Abbre- 
viete in the Firſt Edition of this Collection, had a Copy of it 
comme timely to his Hands. The few Miſtakes that are ore tas 

ken Notice of, are by no Means imputed to any ill Deſign in the 
Committee of the Presbytery who claſſed the Depcſitions, but pure- 
Y to their Overſight, confi idering the hort Time they had for do- 

it. 
* Mr. Sloſs ſhould not be here, having deponed he was not 
| ba Be when the Profeſſor had Occaſ ton to give that Caution. See 
is Depoſition. 


1 
4 


ce 


33 

ART. IH. About Independence and Neceffary-exiſtenee, and 
the Student's Objection, and the Profeſſor's Anſmer. 1. How 
do you know that, &c. FEISS © SE e 


1. Branch. As to the Profeſſor's Anſwer to the Objects in the 


Ti bel. 


1. + Mr. Duncan, N. 4. Remembers only Neceſſary-exiſtence 


in the Obje&ion, and the Profeſſor's Anſwer, That it was @ 
Thing we know nothing about. 


2. Mr. Meek, N. 16. Neither you nor I know any Thing - 


bout f J TY 
3. Mr. Brown, N. 6. We know not theſe Things, or we know 


not whether he might have à Being or not. 


4. Mr. Barr, N. 15. How do you know thab? 


5. Mr. Hamilton, N. 18. How do. you know that? or how dos © 


we know that ? . 


6. Mr. Lang ford, How do you know that? But not poſitiye - 
what were the very Words, but after his belt RecolleQion theſe 


were the Words. 


7. Mr. William Boyd, N. 9. The Profeſſor ſaid (in Anſwer 


to the Objection) as to Independens, as in his Letter and An- 
ſwers to the References. And upon the Student's urging, if 


not Independent, then not Neceſſarily-exiftent, the Profeſſor be- 


gan his Anſwer, to the Deponent's beſt Remembrance, How do 
you know that? but is not poſitive. See Depoſition g. 

8. * Mr. Johnſton 3oth Wit. about the Son's Independence 
en the Father, None can ſuppoſe that. CS 


2. Branch, That theſe Terms were zmpertinent. | 

1. Mr. Brown, N. 6. + 2. Mr. Villiam Boyd, N. Gs Im- 
proper Terms. 3. Mr. Barr, N. 15. Theſe Terms are not 
proper or fit to be uſed when ſpeaking about the Trinity. Þ+ 4. 
Mr. Hamilton, N. 18. Theſe Terms unfit. +5. Mr. Ritchie, 


ons. 6. Mr. M*Clae, N. 21. Theſe Terms Impertinent. 7, 


Mr. Chapman, N. 23. The Term Independens, when made uſe 


8 


OE 


I This Witneſs is not poſitive about Words. See his own De- 
doſition. | | | 
* This is ouly a Scrape of what he ſays, which alters the 
eaning. See his Depoſition ; he 7s the 29th Witneſs. 
+ The Witneſſes marked + are claſſed here as deponing on the 
erms Independence and Neceſſary-exiſtence, whereas they De- 
one only on the Terms Dependent and Independent. See their 
De paſit ions. 1 $7 
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N. 2. Not to be applied to the Relations of the Divine Per- 


— — .. 
— Ugh!̃ _ * 


of on the Subject of the perſonal Properties of the Father and 
the Son, could not be ſo pertinently uſed as vr fv Bx. 
preſſions. 8. Mr. Stirling, N. 27. Dependent and ndependent 


not in Scripture, conſequently not fit on this Subject. 


3. Branch, That they were Philoſophical Niceties, &c. 

+ 1. Mr. William Boyd, N. 9. That the Profeſſor when 
ſpeaking about the Poſſibility that the Son ſliould not have 
ben, and that the Father might have been without him, that 


the true Anſwer to the Queſtion was, It was 4 Philoſophical 


-Wicety we knew nothing about. $2 

+ Mr. Hamilton, N. 18. We are not ſo nicely to philoſophize, 

when ſpeaking of the.Perſons in the Godhead ; or, Theſe were 
Philoſophical Nzecetzies. 1 85 | : f 


4. Branch, Their being ambiguous Terms. 


+ Mr. William Boyd, N. 9. Ambiguous Terms, Compare 


the Paſſages in his Papers. 


AR T. IV. Diſſatisfied with Mark's Argument againſt the . 1 
tion of the World, and giving this Reaſon, Chriſtus eſt e- 


ternus, ſed non neceſſario exiſtit, Oc. 


1. Mr. Edward Boyd, N. 3. 2. Mr., Barr, N. 15. 3. Mr. 5 


Duncan, N. 4. but not poſitive theſe are the exact Words the 
Profeſſor then uttered. _ CC 


AER. V. The Oneneſs of Subſtance not Numerical. 
20 DER, M $644 ee ain ee Ct he 
2. Mr. Langford, N. 10. Not one Numerical Eſſence accord- 

ing to Ariſtotle's Definition, and the Deponent not poſitive as 


to the very Words, _ 5 3; 
3. Mr. Barr, N. 15. The Three Perſons not numerically 
one in Eſſence, but not poſitive that evety one of the Words 
in that Article of his Depoſition are the Profeſſor's, nor can 
he ſay any of them are his own. _ . 

4. Mr. Hamilton, N. 18. Not one Numerical Eſſexce, if the 
fame be taken, as it is by ſome, and applied to one Perſon. 
5 Mr. William Miller, N. 20. Not Numerical, as applied 
to Creatures; but the Orthodox made uſe of that Term in a 


Senſe to which the Profeſſor agreed. 
6. Mr. Chapman, N. 23. Not one Numerical * Eſſence in 


the Senſe uſed in the Schools 5 | 
7. Mr. Stirling, N. 27. Not one Numerical Subſtance, as 


theſe Terms are uſed by the Ariſtotel:ans, when applied to ra- 
tional Creature. | | 


— — — 


ö— 


* Subſtance in Mr, Chapman's own Depoſition 


& „ es... 1 


# * 


5 
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9. Ne other Name or Notion given of that Oneness. 

"fl HI. Nane has Appeared in the Bepofitions, that the Mem- 
bers appointed to claſs them can obſer re. 

| 1. Mr. M*Clae, N. 21. The Manner of that Oxeneſs not re- 

I vealed, and it ſeems to he above our Capacities to conceive 


* 


avel 2. Mr. A Aline, N. 28. It is impoſſible, while here, to 
nat know the precis Meaning of that Oneneſr. e 


| 3. Whether the Subjeft 258 Divine PerfeFions be diſſerent, ce. 
28, HII. 1. Mr. William Boyd, gth Wit. Whether the Subject of 
ere] the infinite Divine Perfections be different, is another Queſti- 

I on, and perhaps too Metaphyſical for us to determine. 


4§᷑. About Three aner Beings. BN 
dare * IV. 1. Mr. Brown, N. 6. 2. Mr. Bane, N, 7. In the 
| Trinity there are Three Intelligent „ HT -- 


cal ART. VI. Deus Pater ante Deum Filium, nen tempore ſed 
te ceuſalitate— adding, Ni ſupponamus Deum non poſſe 
- ce.reare ab eterno. 8 | WS, 
Mr. ＋ 1. Mr. Seſ, Numb. 1. 2. As to the laſt Part of this 
Article, viz. Ni ſupponamus Deum non poſſe creare ab eterno. 
Mr. Barr, N. 15. Ens eternum eſt perfetiſſimum, interim po- 
tuit Deus dare enti durationem illimitatam, i. e. facere ut fit 
eternum, non tamen eſſet independens,- cum debet ſemper cau- 
ſam agnoſcere, quum cauſam habuit. Si Filius genitas. fuit 
ante creationem mundi tum ab eternv —— In Eternitate à parte 
ante non eſt momentum proprius creationem alio, &c. 3. The 
Words in Mr. Chapman's Depoſition, N. 23. About the utter 
Diſparity between the Eternity of the World, and the eternal 
Generation of the Son, are not ſo clear that it can be ſo cafily 
judged where $@ claſs them. __—_ B eds; RS 
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* Mr. Brown Depones on what was ſaid in private Con- 
verſation, and ſays, Or Words to that Purpoſe. Mr. Bane De- 
2 3 oo 4 in publick teaching, and Depones only 

at he thinks. | AY 5 

+ Ar. Sloſs is 4 fingle Nitneſs here, and Mr. Barr is not 
2. MI abe claſſed; for, if theſe Words of his be capable * any 

a Meaning at all, they relate to quite another Purpoſe, and there 
— Wache than u Tear betwixt the Times. Compare the two Pe- 
18 tions. | | 3 


0 122.) 


I. eArticle of that Sort. | 
Dom have owned and acknowledged, that in ; ſpeaking of 
our Lord Feſus Chriſt, you uſe not the Terms Neceſ- 
 lary-exiſtence, nor Independency, and gave this pre- 
tended Reaſon for it, that they are not mentioned con- 
cerning Chrift in the Holy Scriptures,” nor our Confeſ- 
ſion of Faith, or the Syſtem you teach. ONS. 

--— And that they are ambiguous Terms of Art. 


1. The Words of his Letter, March 2. 1726, as to that Re- 
rt, Chriſtus non eſt ens neceſſarium, there being no Mention 
thereof either in the Holy Scriptures, or our Confeſſion of 
Faith, nor in the Syſtem I teach, it never came in my Thoughts 
to mention it either in teaching or preaching ; as little did 1 
mention in teaching the Word Independens, for the ſame Rea- 
ſon. 33 | 
2. Expreſſions in his Anſwers to the References, at the Cloſe 
of what he has on Object. 2. to Paſſage 3. concerning Neceſſary- 
exiſtente and Independen xp. ; 35 
am alſo humbly of Opinion, that I may teach and preach 
the Whole Counſel of God revealed in his Word, concerning 
this ſublime and important Subject, in the Words of Scripture 
and of our Confeſſion of Faith, which are doubtleſs the ſafeſt 
and fitteſt, without uſing theſe ambiguous Terms of Art. 
3. At the Cloſe ot his Anſwers in the | ſhort View of the 
whole. 3dly, „The Words Neceſſarily-exiſtent and Indepen- 
dent of the Father are ambiguous Terms of Art, uſed in 
© very different Meanings.” | 5 
Depoſition 9. Mr. Villiam Beyd, That the Words Depen- 
dens and Independens were very ambiguous. „ 


. 


ARTICLE II. Likewiſe ou have taught or vent- 
ed, That Self-exiſtence;- Neccſlary-exiſtence, Indepen- 

dency, Supreme Deity, and the Title of the only true 
* * God, may be taken, and were by ſome Authors taken 
in a. Senſe that includes the perſonal Property of the 
- © Father, and ſo not belonging to:the Son, &c. And tho 


COU BUY w 


Imo, Pal 
References. 


_ 123 J > 
50 aid, that Neceflary-exiſtence, &c. might belong 
T0 1 n, in fuch' a Senſe us included not the perſo- 


nal Property the Father, yet you told not what that 


_ " Senſe was, + but without doing ſo, | 2 ware this 
ane as Cs Ss ©: 


or 


2 Paſſages relating to Article 1. e on bis Hooks 
ages in his Letter pony out in the Fr £ 


240, The Paſſages in his Anſwers to Abele References that 
ſpeak of theſe Terms. 


3tzo, In the Paragraph of his Anſwers to the References, i im- 


mediately before the ſhort View of the whole. 


4to, The laſt Paragraph of the ſhort View but one, about 
uſeful Cautions. 


Sto, The ſhort View it felt about all theſe Terms. : 


1 


N. B. It nas not appear'c 'din looking over, and clafling' the 


Depoſitions, that the Senſe in which theſe Forms are ones. to 


agree to the Son, is explained. 


AR TICL.E III. And fees you uſed 70 N af- | 


ter inſifting on the foreſaid Diſtinction with Reſpett to 


_ the Self-exiſtence of the Son, that you would tate it 


as a Piece of uſeful Caution or Inſtruction, if the 
Presbytery would declare the Meaning of that Term, 
© when it is to be affirmed of the Son and Holy . 


Upon Article Third. 


* the Cloſe of his Anſwers to References on the firſt Paſo 


"age of his Letter. 


Q 2 be i 5 Dr yo- 


Dad POSITIONS N \ Profeſſor's Sinan Aﬀfir 
claſſed according to the vi rious Articles ia 
the particular Grounds c ulpation given 
in 1 700 him to the e of 2 
oy N , 1727. 8 


DEPOSITIONS e fem? more aneh to. . | 


tate to Article iff. © | 
A RT. l. H Ar he l as bie own e the 
erxpreſs Words of the Articles in the. Con- 
feſſion of Fan 7 poſed to the Articles in 
the Libe, vir WR, 2. and Chap. § 2. &c. 
- - Branch 1. That he taught them as his own Jud, ment, Mr: 
Edward Boyd Numb. 3. Mr. Langford N. 10. ervey 
N. 11. As to Chap. 8. Fel. Mr. Ritchey N. 2, Miſe. 2 Duncan 
*. 4 Mr. Car michael N. 25. 
2. That he did not deny or impugn, any of theſe Articles, | 
oe himſelf difſarivhed, Mr, Peddin N. 26. Mr. M Alpin - 


3% That he apnea tha Words i 10 theſe Aetivies. Mr. 

bell N. 12. as to Chaps 2. Confeſſ. as ſecuring from Aria- 

i * 1 Sebelieniſm, Mr. Carmichael N. 25. Mr, M Alpin 
2 

1 * Several depone as to dieler Expreſſions in theſe Ar- 
ticles. 

The T hree Perſons fo the ſame as to be One God, Mr. 
Campbell N. 12. of one Subſtance, Power and Eternity, Mr. 
Ritchy N. 2. Mr. Anderſon N. 22. One Subſtance equal in 
Power and Glory, diſtinguiſhed only by their perſonal Fre. 
Perties, Mr. Chapman N. 23. c 

The Son very and eternal God, N. 11, 12. 

The Son very and eternal God of one Subſtance, 3 Equal 
way the Father, N, 16, 20, 24, 25, 26, 27. and N. 2. 


The Son of one Subſtance nd Equal with the Father | 
| * eek N. 16. ti , C2) 


3 Three Perſons wore. the * in Sabllwey, and 
were fo Ine, that they might called, The One only Living 
cad True Gef, Ny 13. My Muirhead- The 


1 uſed by the Orthodox, N. 20. Mr. ken Miller. 


bee ee 


4R. Lang! 
| from 
Bie . 


in erxplainint the Eternal Generation. 


6 (Gas) 1 
Tg Three Perſons the ſame 75 Subſtance, and muſt be ſo, 
beeaule of the Simplicity of the Divine neg. N. 18. 


ö "Kwbilier, in a "Senſe 


The Three Perfons one Sub hene in 


7 » — * 
4 


DEPOSIFIONS relating to Article II. of "the 


 foreſaid . ion, viz. That in Teaching the 

| Equality of the Sou with the Fatber, he ſhewed that | 
be bad Life in bimſelf as the Father had, i. e. That 
be was Infinite, Eternal and Unchangeable in his 


Being, Wiſdow, 8 &c. and other Divine Per- 
fections, and confirmed the Truth of all theſe eſſential © 
Re E effions that are mentioned by Pro 5 
1 * . CP. 2. to the Bud. « 


1. . Branoh, * Thet the Son beth Life in uff 


ord [OILY 10, That 1 Profeſſor tau ught 
v. 26. That the Son hath all Life” in 


2. Mr. Chapman N. 23. That the beſt Notion we can have 
of che 7 Eternal Generation is Fr us in that Text: 
'24 Mr. Mculloch N. 24. The rofeſſor * that Seripture 


2. That the Son hath all Divine Pe zien. On 
Mr. Fervey N. 11. Mr. Campbell N. 12. epones this Pro. 


poſition, That all the Divine Perfetions belong d to the Son, 


exce epting the Father's per ſonal * J but not poſitive about 
the every Words. 


3. That all the eſſential Perfection of the Father agree to the 
Son, but not the perſonal Property. 
This by Mr. Banantyne N. 19. Mr. Wiliow Miller N. 10. 


: Mr. Mc<Clae N. 21. | 
4. That whatever could be effirined 4 the Father, ought to 


be affirmed of the Son, except his perſonal Property. 
This by 2 Stirling N. 27. Mr. Cotes N. 19. Mr. Riteby 


D E- 


N. 2, 
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' DEPO $1710 Ns relating to Article III. of 
vile ſaid. Exculpation, viz. But ex ſuperabundante, 
© the Defender adds, That he fers to prove, that 
Within the Time mentioned in the Libel,” he did re- 
fy the ſeveral Branches of the Arjan. Hereſy, name- 


. ty, That the Son of God is created or made out of 


\ Nothing ;.'That there was a Time when he was not; 


That he was a gee gave nd: acreage Bring, 
and the. like. 2 5 


* * 
0 * 
AY 


; . „ * "which he: d raught, That the 


was the only begotten Son of G „ eternally begotten of him, 
without any Beginning of his — of one Subſtance with 
the Father, endued with the ſame eſſential infinite Perfections 
with him, which he has manifeſted by creating all Things, Cc. 
and upholding all Things, Cc. which declare him to be by 


Nature infinitely above all created, precarious: and 11 | 


Beings whatſocver, as is God the Father, Oc. 4; 


\ a6 About refuting the. Arian Hereſy. 


1. Mr. Lan "eferd, Numb, 10. That the Proſſſor cenſured | 


the Arian Doctrines, referring to the Account of them in 

ITbeodoret, and particularly their Doctrine, That there was a 
Time when the Son was not; L and, That he i rs of a mutable Na- 
ture. 

2. Mr. 2 N. 29. That = Profeſſor refuted: all the 
Branches of the Arian Hereſy. 


3. Mr. Johnſton N. 30. That the Profeſſor confated the 


Aries and Sabellian Notions about the Trinity, 


2. About the Son's not being made or created. 
Mr. Chapman N. 23. That the Profeſſor taught that the 
Son was nat created or made : The ſame Expreſſion is de- 


poned by Mr. Car michael, N. 25. Mr. Peddin, N. 26. Mr. 


Stirling, N. 27. N Coats, N. 29. 

Mr. Yeruey, N. 11. That the Profeſſor ſaid, The Son is 
neither created vor made, when refuting the Arien Hereſy. 
Mr. Ritchy, N. 17. ( bis ſecond Depoſition) That to prove 
the Son not created, he uſed an Argument from Fobn | L 3. 


Mr. 


lorious Son of God Was 4 her cr c x: nor made, but 


of ew» 


. 8 


| mutable Nature. . 


(-.12 
Mr. M*Clee, Ns 21. Chriſt is Creator ; to create 40 in 


ry Perfections ; a Being of infinite Persson cannot be ere. 
ace FIR 


Mr. Anderſon, N. 22. The Son not a Creature. 5 
Mr. M“ Alpine, N. 28. The Son not ereated. 


23. The Son eternal, and eternally begotten. 5 
N. 10. Nr. N N. 11. Mr. Jervey. N. 17. Mr. Rit. 
chy+ N. 22. Mr. Anderſon. N. 29. Mr. C i all hes ed the 


Son eternally begotten. 


"Mr: Ritchy, N. 2. The Profeſſor A) from Pſalm i ii. | and, | 


7. That the Son is as ancient as the Decree. 


4. The Son eternally begotten, without Beginning o . | 
Mr. M<Clae, N. 21. Mr. Chapman, N. 23. Alſo Mr. M*Cel- 


loch, N. 24. Mr. Stirling, N. 27. Mr. Barr, N. 15. The Son 


not begotten in Time. — — Et i genitus Lg ante creationene 
mundi, genitus eſt ab eterno, Wok 


5. About his not being a changeable Being. LE 
See Depoſ. 1. claſs'd under this Article, v by Mr. Langford, 
N. 10. about cenſuring the Arian e bat Chriſt is of 2 


6. The Som idem eſſentia cum Patre. | 

Mr. Moncrief, N. 14. 

Mr. M*Clae, N. 21. The Son proved to hs the ſame with the 
Father, from 1 John v. 7. That Text proved to be authentick. 
Mr. Ritchy, N. 2. How. there is no arguing from created Sub- 


ſtances to the Divine ; that each TE a I Subſtance. 
See the Depoſ. | | 


7. Idem Ens cum ahi, | 
Mr. Campbel, N. 12. The Profeſſor ſaid, Chriſtus ft idem 
ens cum Patre, tantummodo perſona diſtintus ; ; or, Non eſt ens 
diſtintam a Patre. 


Mr. M*Culloch, N. 24. Chriſtus . idem ens cum Patre tan- 
ne perſon ona diſtindtus, 5 


8. Deus natura. 

Mr. Campbel, N. 12. That the Profeſſor aid, Chriſt was 
Deus natura, and ſaid it, as the Deponent thought, in Oppoſi- 
tion to Dr. Clark. 2. Mr. Ritchy, N. 17. TI Son God by 
Nature. 3. The ſame by Mr. Stirling, N.. 27. £ 


9. Chriſt true Ged, and of infinite Per fettons.- 5 
Mr. cia, N. 21. That the Profeſſor kh this Fund ſe- 


eral ae as John i i. Iſa. ix. 6. mn ſaid, that EZ * 
| | 97 


I 
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bor, Iſe. is. 6. is to be applied only to the trus God, and fad 


this in refuting Dr. Clark's Opinion, in the Year 1725. 
2. Mr. Chapman, N. 23. The Son is of infinite and illimited 


4 


10. Infiaitely above Creature, 


— * 


Mr. Ritchy, N. 17. That the Son is not of the Number 
_ of Creatures, but infinitely above them. 2. Mr. Car mithael, 


Creaturas omnes dignitate infinite ſuperat, cum onmes creaverit, 


non ut inſtrumentum, ſed per efficaciam ſun potentia. 3. Mr. 


Stirling, The Son infinitely above Creatures. to Mr. Coats, 
The ſame, adding, as being Creator. I 
I. Chriſt not Arge World as an Iuſtrument. 

A Mr. M*Clae, N..21. Tha 


ood inſtrument aliter. 


Mr. Car michael, N. 23. Cum omnes creaverit, non ut infru- 


mentum, ſed per eſſioaciam ſue potentis. 


12. Chriſt is God not in an improper Senſe. : 
Mr. Langford, N. 10. That the Profeſſor proved, That 
Chriſt is God by the uſual Arguments, and that the Profeffor 
took not the Word Gov in an improper Senſe. 


2. Mr. Ritchy, N. 17. That Chriſt was more properly God, : 
than the Son of any Man can be a Man, bec auſe endued with 


the very ſame Perfections wherewith God the Father is. 


13. The Profeſſor ſpeaking againſt that Notion of God, that it 
ligniſies Spiritual Domination. 
1. Mr. Langford, N. 10. Againſt which Notion he warmly re- 
commended Guſſetius. | | | 
2. Mr. Ritchy, N. 17. The Profeſſor refuted Dr. Clark's No- 
tion of a God, placing it in Spiritual Domination. 


14. About the Words, Pater eſt cauſz Filii, prior paternitate & 
ordine, non tempore. 


Mr. Chapman, N. 23. The Profeſſor ſaid, The naming of the 


Father cauſa Filii, was a very improper Way of Speaking, and 
ſaid, Pater eſt prior Filio paternitate, non prior temp ore. = 
Mr. Carmichael, N. 24. The Profeſſor called Pater cauſa Fi- 


lii a harſh Way. of Speaking; and that he has heard him 


oftner than once, in Oppoſition to that Way of Speaking, uſe 
theſe Words, Pater eſt prior Filio ordine & paternitate, fed nen 
tempore. „ | | 
3. Mr. Stirling, N. 27. Prior non tempore ſed ordine. 

88 15. The Son's Generation incompre henſible. 
N. 30. Mr. Johnſten. 8 


16. Dij- 


Chriſt created the World by his 
2 and that the Particle ua is not to be under- 
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16, Diſarity between the Eternity of the World, and the eferx 
2 nal Generation of the Son of Gd. A 

Mr. Chapman, N. 23. An utter Diſparity between the Eter- 

nity of the World, and the eternal Generation of the Son of 

| God; and the Profeſſor gave this Reaſon for it, That the World 
muſt be finite, whereas the Son of God is of infinite and illi 


mited Perfections. 
17. About Mark's Argument againſt the Creation of the World. 
This Seffion the Profeſſor ſaid, It was not good againſt the 
\ 5 1 Mr. Edward Boyd, N. 8. 2. Mr. Monerief. oF 
*s 4. | | | . 


hed bh... i... * 
* 


5 218. Chriſt no other God from the F 1 
D. Mr. Anderſon, N. 22. wh ather 2 


i c N. B. The Profeffor, in his Defences againſt the Libel, 
« Page 66. of his Printed Caſe, aflerts, That a little before or 
ec after Candlemas laſt, when he came to teach the 8th Chap. 

+ | © of our Confeſſion, he prov d, That our Lord Jeſus Chrift was 
ce 4 Neceſſary Being; and when he put Queſtions to the D 
«. nents for his Zxculpation, he * frequently asked, If they did 

| „ not hear him (viz. the Profeſſor) teach the Neceſſary-exiff- 

h || © ence of the Son of God? But all of them deponed, They coul 

«& not remember they heard him teach this. | 


R REMARKS 


* The Profeſſor asked this Queſtion only at Three of the Wits 
ueſſes at : But there were Twenty Students at leaft pre- 
ent at his Leſſons laſt Seſſion of the College, who were not exe- 
ined, and Seventeen of them were not cited; mho would baue 


ad | proven what the Profeſſor aſſerted. This is what the 142010 
"eh 


| pofitivncly affirmed, when this N. B. was read in the Aſſe 
Fi- | end be was not contradited. | 


. | | 
* * 
* : 
« » 

* 
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REMARKS on Profeſſor SIM SO N' An- 
ſwers, to what he calls the Presbytery of Glaſ- 


N * 


gow's Paper, Intituled, References anent Pro- 


teſſor Simſon's Affair. 


— 


1. REMARKS on the Profeſſor's Vindication of the 


| Paſſage about Neceſſary-exiſtence, referred to, as gi- 


wing Ground to the firſt Two Queries, and ſecond | 


Part of the Third Query.” 


1 HE Presbyter had no Reaſon to underſtand what 
| 55 in the Paragraph about Chriſtus non 


tbe Profeſſor 
eſt ens neceſſarium, as that he is there ſpeaking only 

of Words mentioned, or expreſly uſed in Scripture and Con 
Lon; 1, Becauſe he would then have expreſled himſelf other- 


_ wiſe, and more Clearly, viz. As to that Report, Chriſtus non eſt * 
ons neceſſarium; there being no Mention of that Term, ens ne. 


ce ſſarium, either in Scripture, c. it never came in my Thoughts 

to mention it. | | 5 | 5 

2. The Paſſage, as now explained, does not anſwer the Pro- 
feſſor's Deſign in his Letter: The Deſign of it was to vindi- 
cate him from the Imputation of denying Chriſt's Neceſſary-ex - 
zſtence. Now the Profeilor could not but know that it would 
be no Vindication, merely to ſay that he did not uſe the 


Term Ens nereſſarium, for. if in Teaching he uſed another 
Term or Words, but of the ſame Import, viz. That the Son 


ght not bave been, or that it is to be wiſe, above what is 


written, to ſay, That it is impoſſible he ſhould not have been: 


This, without uſing the Words ens neceſſarium, would full 
have juſtified the fama. CF 
II. As to the Profeſſor's arguing, That the Prophets, 
and Compilers of our Confeſſion, did not uſe that Term more 
than he, tis to be conſidered, 1. Tho? the Prophets, Apoltles, 
and Compilers of our Confeſſion, uſe, not the Term ens neceſſa- 
rium, yet they teach the Poctrine of Chriſt's . Neceſſary-exiſt- 
ence; and if we ſhould ſuppoſe them alive, and in the Profeſ- 
ſor's Circumſtances, that is to ſay, called to vindicate themſelves 
from a Report of denying the Doctrine, they Would not think it 
enough te affirm, That they uſed not the Term. 


It 


Mes, 


„„ ts oa 
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ordinary and moſt proper Senſe of it mentioned in the 
Theſe M 
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It is eaſy to account for our, Cafe not uſing the Term: 
For as it is not eaſy to uſe exprefly all the Terms by which 
Truth KW be expreſſed or denied; ſo when our Confeſſion was 
compiled, there was not ſuch Oppoſition made to the Truth as 
now, by Men profeſſing to own Chriſt's Eternity, while: they 
call in Queſtion his Neceſſary-exiſtence. TILT Fe = Map 
III. The Profeſſor ſeems to think the above cited Paſſage, a- 


bout Neceſſary-exiſtence, may be farther vindicated, by obſer- 


© - 


ving a Diftin&ion he uſes about different Senſes of that Term; 
namely, one Senſe of it that is inconſiſtent with the perſonal 
Properties of the Father and Son; and another Senſe, or other 
Senſes of it, that are not inconſiſtent with theſe perſonal Pro- 
8 ; in which laſt Senſe or Senſes he owns it will agree to 
6 : „ 
But, 1. He tells not what theſe Senſes are, that are conſiſtent 


or inconſiſtent with theſe «perſonal Properties; but leaves us in 


the Dark : And certainly dark and doubtful Ways of Speaking 
are the proper Grounds for Queſkions (as direct erroneous Aſ- 
ſertions are Grounds, not for Queſtions, but Libels.) And this 
holds true in a ſpecial Manner of ſuch dubious Ways of Speak- 
ing in a Paper, the whole profeſs'd Deſign of which, is a Man's 
vindicating himſelf from Imputations of Error. [009 
2. Altho' the Profeſſor ſays, That he and the Presbytery 
agree in owning that the Son is Neceſſarily-exiſtent, in a Senſe 
conſiſtent with his being begotten; yet ſince he tells not what 
that Senſe is, after the eber Query fix d their Senſe of 
the Term, the Ground of the Query is not removed. The Pro- 
teflor does not ſeem to ſay any Thirg here, but what might 
be ſaid by ſuch as oppoſe Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiftence, 9 the 
uery. 
en might ſay, they own it in any Senſe conſiſtent 
with the Son's being begotten; becauſe they think not the 
Senſe. mentioned in the Query to be conſiſtent with it: And 
the Profeſſor's Words give not ſufficient Security againſt ſome 
ſuch low Senſe. of the Word, as ſhall import no more than a 
mere bypethetical Neceſſity, as when it may be ſaid of ſome 
mere Creatures, that they muſt neceſſarily have a Being for 
ever, hecauſe the Immutability of God's Purpoſes and Pro- 
miſes requires it. 3 25 
3. In ſpeaking not only of Neceſſary-exiſtenc?, but of the 
other Divine Titles mention'd in the Letter and the Queries, 
ſuch as Independent, Moſt High God, &c, the Profeſſor uſes 
this Diſtin&ion, of a. Senſe in which they are, and in a Senſe 
in which they are not applicable to the Son. 8 
But, 1ſt, Has not this a Tendency to teach young Men, 
that in a Senſe, the contrary Terms may be applied to him; 
that in a Senſe, he is a precarious or contingent Being, or a de- 


pendent inferior Being; unleſs there is ſome Medium between 


= Ne- 


11 
Neceffarily-exiſtent and Precarious, Independent ang Dez 


endent, Supreme and Inferior. a 
524 + 4 not the ſame Piſtinction with equal Reaſon he al. 
lowed as to other Divine Titles * mentioned in the Queries, 


ſo-as that Men may be taught to ſay, that in a certain Senſe 
the Son is not Omnipotent, nor Qmniſcient, nor Eternal, &e, 


namely, in a certain Senſe that is inconſiſtent with his perſonaf 
Property, that Senſe being ſtill left unexplained. | 


Za, It is not known that any a regen Diyines have uſed 


the Term Neceſſary-exiſtence, in ſuch a Senſe, as to include the 
Father's perſonal Property, or ſo as to make 1t not agree to the 
Son : And if other Diyines, who write not ſoundly on this 


Head, have uſed it fo, the Profeſſor ſhould rather have dif- 
cC.ountenanced, and cautioned the Students againſt it ; and in 
negle&ing to do ſo, he gives People Ground to be jealous of his 


own Soundneſs . 
IV. The Profeſſor ſpeaks oftner than once of Neceſſary-ex- 
zftence, as an ambiguous Term of Art; but the Presbytery ex- 
lained their Senſe of it, vi. That it is impoſſible that he 
ould not have been, and the Profeſſor will own, that their 


Senſe of it, agrees with the Senſe given of it in ſome of thoſe. 


Treatiſes on the Being and Attributes of God, that are moſt 


frequently in the Hands of Students: Which Treatiſes very 
aſlly make it a Primary Attribate of the Deity, diſtinguiſh- 


ing him from all Beings that are not God ;; and fo muſt fix 
this Principle in the Minds of attentive Readers, that a God 
not Neceſſarily-exiftent is no God. : . 


V. When the Profeſſor is r the Reaſons why he men- | 


tioned not. Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiſftence, he ſays, It never came 
into bis Thoughts to mention it, becauſe tis neither mentioned 
zn our Standards, nor in the Syſtem he teaches 1 and adds, As 
little" did he mention the Word Independent for the ſame Rea- 


Jon. ie 
But Pictet is one of the Syſtems whereof he teaches ſome 


Chapters, particularly' de Deo uno © Trino, and in it there 
is a Chapter proving, that Deus eff ens neceſſario exiſtens, 
and that this is an eſſential Property, Lib. II. Cap. 2. 
Alſo Piltet, when proving the Son to be God, does it from 
the Name Jebovab applied to him; which Name certainly 
jacks es his being Eternel, Neceſſarily-exiftent and Indepes- 
dent. E -409-; enn £ 8 11 a 5 * , a + 5 
Profeſſor Mark in his Medulla, Cap. V. de Trinitate, Pa- 


ragraph 10. ſays, Quanquam genitus a Patre fit Filius, eft ta- 


men verus,” ſupremus © independens Deus. And Paragraph 21. 
he proves Chriſt's Divinity from the Divine Attributes aſerih- 
ed to him, parficylarly Fin i 
© So that the Profeſ r's not 'mentioning ens neceſſarium or 

dependeng ſeems to be a deliberate affected Omillion ; And 
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1 
this makes it the more C 233 if A being ens neceſſa · 
rium be any Part of his Faith. TO Ed Ms to 
IL REMARK S en the Profeſſor's Vindication of 
the ſecond Paſſage pointed to in the References, name- 
ly, about Selt-exiſtence. 


I H E Profeſſor ſays, when he took Notice to the Stu- 


1. 
dents, That being of None, is the ſame that many 
Authors underſtand by being Self-exiſtent, he did not affirm, 
That the Term was rightly ſo uſed, but only related a Fact 
not controverted, and that the Students needed no further 
Caution in this Caſe, but to warn them of this Fact. 
But on this Head it may be obſerved, 120, That if the 
Profeſſor thought not the Term rightly ſo aſed, there was need 
of a Caution about it; and to ſay that there was no need of 
irther Caution, ſeems to import that it is rightly ſo uſed. 
2do, It ſeems ſtrange that the Profeſſor ſhould ſay that there 
needs no Caution in this Caſe, but to warn the Students of 
this Fact, when he knew that there were ſome late Writers 
on the Trinity (whoſe Books are much read) who are very zeal- 
ous for aſcribing Self-exiftence to the Father only, and at the 
ſame Time would have it to be of the ſame Import with ab- 
ſolute Eternity and Neceſſary-exiſtence, See Clark Script. Doct. 
Page 246. Waterland's Def. Page 121. And is there no Need 
to Caution againſt Phraſes or Aſſertions, that may import that 
Chriſt is not Neceſſarily-exiſtent, or abſolutely Eternal ? 
3tzo, He inſinuates that the Term N N is rightly uſed 
by thoſe who deny it of the Son and Holy Ghoſt, when he 
wants to know from the Presbytery the true Meaning of it, 
when applied to them. He might eaſily have conſidered that 


the Presbytery's Mezing.of 7 in that Caſe muſt have been 
ons 0 


this, that the Three Per the Trinity ſubliſt in the ſame 
Numerical, * Subſtance ; and that theſe Three Per- 

| ne God deſcribed, Confeſ. Chap. II. Seck. 2. 
who is ſaid to haye all Life in him and of himſelf, and to be 


in and unto himſelf ſuffieient; and any Inſinuations againſt this 


of the Luery. | 


III. REMARKS on the Anſwers to References under 
the Third Query, about the Title, The Moſt High 
A - 3353555 2 

A L that the Profeſſor offers for taking off this Ground is, 


Firſt, Such a Senſe of the Words of his Letter, which tis 
AO Feh+ 3. =; ec be #g,s fy TE. | thought 


Doctrine do not remove, but rather ſtrengthen the Grounds 


R = 4 
thought none but himſelf 2h have hit upon, v/z.: That 
what he owns probable, he might have ſaid amounts this, 


The Words Summus Deus, when applied to the Perfons of the 


Bleſſed Trinity are to be taken cum grano ſalis : But how could 
any other underſtand him thus, when he is ſpeaking of Chriſt's 
being Summus Deus, according to the Title of a Chapter in 
Pictet that he had read. Belides, if his Words be taken as ex- 
plained now, the. Meaning will be this, that when the Term 
Summus Deus is applied to the Father, Son and Holy Ghoſt, 
(the one true God) it is to be taken cum grano ſalis. vt 


In teaching the Students, he ſays, without giving any Cau- 
tion, that Authors take it in ſuch a Senle as to include the Fa- 
_ ther's perſonal Property, which may be reaſonably conſtructed 
to be his own Opinion. But it is not eaſy to conceive how 
the Title Sammus Deus can be taken for the perſonal Property 
of the Father, if all the Three Perſons be really God, and o in- 
finite. If the Father be the moſt High with Reſpect to the 
Son, he mult be a God Superior to him; for the Superlative 
neceſſarily includes the Comparative, and fo the Son and Holy 
Ghoſt muſt be two inferior Gods, which is a Subord ination 


% 


with a Witneſs. | 


As to what the Profeſſor alledges concerning Expreſſions 


uſed by the Ancients on this Head ; ſeeing Men who have a 


ſound Meaning may uſe unſafe and ambiguous Words, that 
are apt to be miſtaken, and ſince none can afhrm, that the An- 


cients are perfectly free from ſuch Expreſſions, and they could 


nat foreſee all the bad Uſe' might have been made of their Ex- 


eſſions againſt their own Sentiments, and ſceing there is more 


pr 
Þains taken by Adverſaries this Way, in this Age, and in Bri- 
tain, than 2 for many Ages by paſt; on all theſe Accounts 
| vas the greater Reafon why the Profeflor ſhould caution 
the Students againſt the bad Uſe might be made of ſuch Expreſ- 
h what he advances about the Ancients, 


there was t 


ſions, and con b 
is far from being ſufficient to remove the Grounds of the 


Query. 


IV. REMARKS on what relates to John xvii. 3. 


. T IS to be obſerved, that the Profeſſor in his Letter, | 


and in his Anſwer to the References, does not deny 
the Report relating to that Text, from which it was to be ſup- 


poſed, that his Letter was defigned to vindicate him; namely, 


that there was a Senſe, in which the Words, The only true God, 
could not be applied to the San, but only to the Father. | 

2. As to the Diſtinction about the two Senſes of the Words 
(The only tue Ged) as well as of the other Divine Titles in the 


Carries: The Remarks made above may be applied to this. 


And 


: | "PIE: 
And its is plain, this has a Tendency to lead the Students to 
think and ſay, that in a Senſe, Chriſt js not true God. 


3. As to what the Profeſſor alledges of fome of the Ancients, 
the ſame Remarks may be made as above about the Title, The 


Moſt High God. 


Tho! ſome Ancients underſtood the Expreſſion, The only true 


| God, in that Text, as applied emphatically to the Father, yet 


many of them, who were ſound, underſtood the excluſive Par- 
ticle or Term, in Oppoſition to Idols, and not in Oppoſition 
fo the Son or Spirit of God. And others of them underſtood 
the Expreſſion to be applied there both to the Father and the 
Son, ſo as not only not to exclude the Son, but even expreſly 


to include him. And it is a known Obſeryation on the Serip- 
ture Stile, that the excluſive Terms or Partzcles joined with 
Divine Titles, when applied to one of the Perſons of the God- 


head, are never to be underſtood to exclude the other Perſons, 
but only all other Beings: As for Inſtance, when it is ſaid, 


That none knows the Father but the Son, none knows the Things 


of God but the Spirit of God, none knows the Name written on 


Chriſt's Thigh but himſelf. Tho? the Father is not expreſly 


mentioned in theſe Aſſertions, yet it is plain he is not ex- 


cluded. 


V. REMA RKS on what relates to the Grounds of the 


Sixth Query. 


N this Head, the Profeſſor owns, that when an Author 


ſays, The Son is Dependent upon, and Subordinate to the 
tather, that he does not ule ſeriptural or ſuitable and ſafe 


Terms. | 
But whereas the Profeſſor ſays likewiſe, That the Students might 


eaſily perceive this from the Words in his Letter; it may be 


anſwered, that from the Words in his Letter, they might as well 


perceive the Unſuitableneſs of calling the Son Iadependent, 


as of calling him Dependent; and might perceive, when Mark 
in his Medulla aſſerts the Son's /ndepzudency, that in that 
Point, he does not uſe ſuitable or ſafe Terms. So that this Way 
of teaching, guards as much againſt receiving Truth as againit 
Error. | £6 | 2 | | | 
The Profeſſor ſays he cautions the Students againſt the Errors 


of thoſe who teach the Son's Dependence and Subordination, as 


much as our Confeſſion does. | 

But *tis plain, that if Errors are vented in new Expreſſions, 
not ſo ad uſed when the Confeſſion was compiled, tis not fo 
eaſy to caution againſt the Doctrines of erroneous Writers, 
without eyer mentioning their Terms. | | 


Ic 


"*\ 


8 
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erms of thoſe whoſe Doctrines it was needful he thould have 


refuted, that gave Ground for the 6th ue. And it does 
not give a ſatisfying Anſwer to it, to tell, that when he was 


obliged to mention their Terms, inſtead of telling that their 


Do&rines were dangerous, he only affirmed, that their Terms 
were improper : Eſpecially when, as was obſerved before, he 
called q the contrary Expreſſions, by which the Truth is de. 
fended againſt them, improper likewiſe. IE 
The Profeſſor makes a Recapitulation of the Subſtance of 
what he had ſaid in his Anſwer to the References, that the 
Presbytery may not miſtake what he aims at. But 1, I is 
hoped this Church will not think it ſafe for a Profeſſor of Di- 
vinity, inſtead. of vindicating the proper true Divinity of the 
Son, to aſſert or teach, That Self-exiſtence, Neceſſary-exiſtence, 


Met High God, The only true God, Independence, are only fo. 
e Father's being of 


many different Expreſſions, by which 
none, neither begotten nor proceeding, and begetting the Son, 
either actually hath, or may be meant by ſome Authors, and 
that without giving any Caution againſt this Abuſe of thoſe 


Words; And thus to teach People to ſay, That in a Senſe that 


is not to be condemned, the Son is not Selfrexiſtent, Neceſſarily- 


exiftent, Independent, the Moſt High God, the only true God ; 


and to Juſtify all this from theſe Words of our Confeſſion, That 
the Father is of none, which is beſt explained by itſelf, neither 
begotten nor proceeding. | 

2d4ly, Whether the Profeſſor deſigned, that the Presbytery 
ſhould obſerve the Agreement of his Principles, and of what 
he teaches, with what Dr. Clark lays down in his Svripture 


Doctrine of the Trinity; yet it is eaſy to ſee an Harmony in 


many great Articles, by the following Compariſon, 


Paſſages in the Profeſſor's 


OV BY EY” OY WY OT ³ . ˙ —ͤd5 8 


| Letter and Anſwers to 
the References. 


1/4 Paſſage in his Letter. 
4 — his Reading in 
A Pictet, Chriſtus eft ſum- 

mus Deus, and laying 
this is to be taken cum grano 
ſalis. Ry | 
Tho' I do not remember 
that I then uſed this Expreſ- 
ſion, yet I think it probable ! 
mi to | | 


Doctor Clark's Propoſi- 


tions. 


Prop. vii. The Father along 
is in % higheſt, ſtri& and pro- 


per Senſe abſolutely ſupreme 


over all. 


Prop. xxvii. Concerning the 
Son there are other the great. 
eſt Things ſpoken in Scripture, 
and the higheſt Titles are aſ- 

ſcribed 


* —— 


OB tt 0 


| 
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! 


4 
I remember I faid, if the 


Word ſummus Deus were ta- 
ken in ſuch a Latitude, as to 


include the Father's perſonal 


Property, as they are by ſome 
Authors, they could not in 
that Senſe be truly affir med of 


the Son. 


2d Paſſage of the Letter. 
As to that bo 66s Chriſtus 


non eſt Ens neceſſarium, there 


being no Mention thereof, 
either in the Holy Scriptures, 
or our Confeſſion of Faith, nor 
in the Syſtem I teach, it never 
came in my Thoughts to men- 
tion it, either in Teaching or 
Preaching; as little did I 
mention the Word 2 
ent, for the ſame Reaſon: 
Yet all are agreed, that if the 


Words Inde endent and Ne- 
= 28h enen, be taken in a 


Senſe that includes the Perſo- 


nal Property of the Father, 
they cannot be applied to the 
Son. 


3d Paſſage of the Letter. 
The Father's being of None, 


is the ſame that many Authors 


underſtand by being Self-ex- 
iſtent. 85 : 


In the Anſwer to the Referen- 


ces. 


1 ſhould take it as a Piece 
of uſeful Inſtruction, both to 


13 


cribed to him, excepting only 
Supremacy and Independency, 
which to ſuppoſe communi» 
cable is an expreſs Contra- 
dition in Terms, 


Prop. xvii. The Son (accord- 
ing to the Reaſoning of the pri- 
mitive Fathers) derives his 
Being from the Father. — 
Not by mere Neceſſity of Na- 
ture (which would be in Rea- 


lity Self-exiſtence not Filiation) 


but by an Act of the Father's 
incomprehenſible Power and 
Will. = 
Doctor Clark's Notes on Prop. 
xvii. 3 | EE 
It cannot be denied, but 


the Terms Son and Beget] do 


moſt properly imply an Act of 


the Father's Will. 


| Pr 0p. v. d 
The Father alone is Inde. 


| pendent. 


| Prop. v. | 
The Father alone is Self- 
exiſtent. 8 


P rop. xii. | N | 
The Son is not Self-ewxiſtent 


me and the Students, if the 


Presbytery would declare the 


true Meaning of that Engliſh 
Term of Art, when it is to be 


affirmed of the Perſon of the 
Son or Holy Ghoſt, 


r 
The Holy Ghoſt is not SeJf= 


7 | 4th Paſe* 
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4th Paſſage of the Letter, Prop. ies 
When that Phraſe, the only The Scripture, whyn it 
true God, is taken in a Senſe mentions the one God, or the 
that includes the Father's Per- only God, always means the 
ſonal Property, it cannot in ſupreme Perſon of the Father, 
that Senſe be applied to the _ N | | 
Son, but only to the Father. 


On the Whole, there being a flagrant Report that the Pro- 
feſſor had taught erroneous Doctrine on the Head of the Trini- 
ty, particularly that the Son is not Self-exiſtent, Neceſſarily-ex- 
tent, &c. as above, and the ſaid Profeſſor writing to the Preſ- 

bytery for his own Vindication, has not thought fit to remove 
the Grounds of Suſpicion, tho* the Presbytery, according to 
the Act of Aﬀembly, propoſed to him the Queſtions relative 
thereto, and required him to anſwer ; and aftcr all, the Pro- 
feſſor ſhifting to give Satisfaction to the Church, as to his Faith 
In theſe Points, the Scandal muſt continue, and the Grounds 
of Suſpicion muſt remain; and therefore it highly concerns the 
Church ſeriouſly to conſider the Danger that ariſes from this, 
and to apply a proper Remedy. 


F 


ANSWERS To the Remarks on Profeſſor 
SimsoN's Anſwers to the Presbytery of 
5 Glaſgow's References. 


HE Presbytery had ſufficient Reaſon to underſtand from 
I} . the Words of the Profeſſor's Letter, that the Term ens 
neceſſarium, or a Neceſlary Being, is not expreſly affirmed of 
Chrilt in Scripture, Cc. becauſe the common Meaning of the 
Word, Mentioned, fignifies ſo much, viz. to name or ſay 4 
Thing expreſly. And thro' that whole Seck. the Profeſlor takes 
it in that Meaning; wherefore altho' the other Way of ex- 
! it had been clearer, yet the neceſſary Meaning of his 
Words in the Letter is the ſame ; which a candid Reader, that 
hath no Mind to cavil, will eaſily perceive. And conſideri 
the Profeſſor's Indiſpolition at writing that Letter, the Pres- 
bytery that knew it, thould at leaſt have put the moſt fayour- 
able ConſtruRion on his- Words; and yet, after all, this Cavil 
comes out ſurreptiouſly after his Letter had been more than 2 
Year lying before them. Bf | | 
As to Rem. 2d. tis manifeſt from this Paſſage of the Let- 
ter, that he deny'd he ſaid, Chriſt was not ens neceſſarium in 


thcle 


I ) 8 
theſe Terms; and until he 452 the Remarks read before 
the Lonjunct Meeting of the Committee and Presbytery, he 
never heard it ſo much as inſinuated, that he had denyed 
Chriſt's being a neceſſary Being, in any other Term, or Words 
of ther ſame Import; particularly not theſe mentioned in the 
Remarks: Wherefore if the Remarker or Presbytery had heard 
theſe Things, they ſhould have acquainted him therewith be- 
fore; the negle&ing of which, and delaying it until the Re- 
marks appeared in the conjun& Meeting, appears not very 
Brotherly, nor ſhews a Concern to inform or reclaim the Pro- 
_ feffor, but rather a Deſign to catch an Advantage againſt him 
to his Prejudice. | 5 1 1 
As to Remark 3d, As to the Prophets, Apoſtles, Cc. not uſing 
the Term Ens neceſſarium; That tho they uſe not that Term, 
yet they teach the Doctrine. It is anſwered, The Profeſſor alſo 
has clearly taught that Doctrine, as appears from his Letter; 
and he has ſhewed in his Anſwers to the Fresbytery's References, 
in Anſwer to Object. 1. and 2. againſt that Paſſage, that he 
teaches theſe very Paſſages of the . from which the 
Presbytery infer. that Chriſt is a Neceflary Being, and likewiſe, 
has collated with it the Paſſage of his Letter. So that the Pro- 
feſſor's Letter evidently contains the Doctrine, tho' he uſes not 
the Terms. And the Holy Apoſtle Paul, in vindicatin b 
from Aſperſions caſt en him, does not think fit to — «5 Uſe o 
the Werds which Man's Wiſdom teacheth, but which the Holy 
Gboſt teacheth, &c. 1 Cor. ii. 13s _,. d 
4thly, The Way the Remarker accounts for our Con feſſi n's 
not uſing this Term, tis only his ſuppoſing the Compilers thereof 
were ignorant of the Debates about the Neceſſary-exiſtence of 
the Son of God, which were agitated in the ancient Church; 
and ſeveral Ages ſince, and after the Reformation, and parti- 
cularly by Mr. Biddle and others, whom Dr. Owen anſwers , 
which Errors were well known, and Diſputes about them were 
| agitated about the Time of the Weft minſter Alembly, 
5thly, The next Thing remarked upon is, the giving diffe- 
rent Senſes of the Words Neceſſary exiſtence, which appears moſt 
needful; that Term being taken by ſome Authors, when de- 
monſtrating the Being and Attributes of God againſt Atheiſts ; 
for being of none, or receiving nothing from any other Being, or 
Perſon whatſoever; in which Senſe it can agree on!y to God the 
Father, and in which Senſe it cannot be applied to the Son, 
who is eternally begotten of the Father, who gives him to have 
Life in himſelf ; and it is appropriated. only to the Father, in 
this Senſe alone, in which, to apply. it to the Son, is ineonſiſt- 
ent with the perſonal Properties of the Father and Son. But 
this Senſe of the Word being excepted, the Profeſſor declares, 
that in any other Senſe the Term Nerceſſary.exiſtence NS: - 
him, even the higheſt Popes of gn? ary-exiſtence, an imp; 7 
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bility not to have been: Which laſt the Presbyter gave the 
proper and common Meaning of the Term Neceſarfiy-exiftent 5 
| Feb it be manifeſt, that it is equally ambiguous with the 
Term Neceſſarily-exiſtent, becauſe Neceſſity and Impeſſibility e- 
qually admit of different Meanings, according to the different 
Degree of Neceſſity and Impoſſibility; for in ſo far as any Thing 
is neceſſary, in ſo for it is alike poſſible that it ſhould not have 
been, & e contrario- And the Profeſſor owns, that he does not 
know of any particular Words in Uſe for expreffing the higheſt 
Degree of Neceſſary-exiſtente, or Impoſſibility not to have been, 
that does not include being of none, except that now given: 
That it is the very higheſt Degree of Neceſfity and Impſſblit 
eonſiſtent with being eternally begotten, which one would think 
vhe Author of the Einar kr might have underſtood from the 
Words, both of the Profeſſor's Letter and Anſwers, ſeeing they 
lainly bear this Meaning ; by which alſo the Remarber might 
ve been ſatisfied, that Næceſſary-exiſteuc? could not be meant 
in ſuch a low Senſe as Hypothetical Neceſſity, or any ſuch Ne- 
ceſſity as can agree to a created, or contingent precarious Being; 
the glorious Son of God, as allo his proper and effential Neceſſa- 
r7y-exiſtence, being by Nature infinitely above them all: Seeing 
the Profeſſor owns the Son of God, to be very true and eternal 
God, of one Subſtance and equal with the Father, .and not a 
different God, but the ſame God with him, Infinite, Eternal 
and Unchangeable in his Being, Wiſdom, Power, and all other 
Divine Perfections that the Father hath, which belong to the 
Son, and are to he aſcribed to him equally with the Father ; 
only the Father's perſonal Property, which is Incommunicable, 
cannot be affirmed of him. Whence it is manifeſt, that the 
higheſt Notion we can frame of Neceſſary-exiftence, that does 
not include Being of None, does no doubt agree to the Son, 
according to which the Profeflor believes that the Son is Neceſ- 
farily-exiſtent, and that it is Z7poſſible he ſhould not have been. 
' 6thly, All which equallyjagree to the Term Independent. And 
the Profeſſor has ſhewed in the Citations ſubjoined to his Re- 
_ preſentations, that no leſs a zealous and able Defender of the 
Poarine of the Holy Trinity than Dr. Owen, both in his Diſ- 
ute with the Socinians, and in his Exercitations and Comment 
n the Hebrews, ſays, That the Son is dependent upon the Fa- 
© ther, and ſubordinate unto him, with Reſpe& to his Divine Na- 
© ture, and reſtricts the former to his eternal Generation; and 
the other to his creating the World by bim. Which it is neceſ- 
fary to warn the Students of, that they may be able to diſtin- 
gZujſh between the ſound Senſe in which theſe Terms are ap- 
pled to, Chriſt by the Friends of the Truth, and the unſound 
Senſe, in which they are taken by Adverſaries, who take the 
Son of God to be a precarious or contingent Being, or a depen» 
dent or inferior Being, as the Remarker ſuppoſes. The FO” 
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ſor being as far from thinkin e eee that ſuch Things 

can be ſaid of the Son of God without Blaſphemy, as the Re- 
marker is. Yea, *tis Wap from his Letter and Anſwers, that 
he diſapproves of theſe Terms being made Uſe of, even to ex- 

eſs that ſound Senſe in which Dr. Owen, and other Friends 
to the Truth take them. | 
toy, And when the Remarker ſays, Unleſs there be ſome 
Medium between Neceſſarily-exiſtent and Precarious, Cc. he 
ſeems to fall into that Error which Dr. Waterland calls Dr. 
Clark's Leading Fallacy, That the Son cannot be ftritly and 
eſſeutially God, unleſs he be Self-exiſtent and Unoriginate in e- 
very Senſe, 1. Def. P. 124. and of the Profeſſor's Caſe P. 70. 
and 71. The Arians pretend that the Son muſt either he Un- 
begotten, or a Creature. | | . 
 8tbly, The Remarker asks, May not the ſame Diſtinction be 
allowed as to other Divine Titles? Anſ. Several of the 
Ancients, zealous Defenders of the Trinity, did apply the ſame 


Diſtinction to ſome other Divine Titles, as appears from their - 


Writings, and is owned in the Critical Hiſtory of the Creed P. 
62. and other Places, which the Profeſſor has no Occaſion to 
mention to the Students; and by theſe he has mentioned, they 
can, by Parity of Reaſon, "4 judge how far either ancient 
or modern Authors uſe theſe Terms in a ſound or unſound 
Senſe, or make a right or wrong Uſe of the Words; and fo 
may be guarded againſt being impoſed upon by the Adverſaries 
or ehe e 5 a | 
_ gthly, What the Remarker ſays about the Uſe of theſe Terms 
by ſound or unſound Divines, needs no Anlwer, till he give a 
Liſt of them. And from what has been already ſaid, it ap- 
pears, that the Term Neceſſary-exiſtence is taken in more Senſes 
than one, and that the Presbytery's Explication of it, is as 
ambiguous as it ſelf, as I ſaid above. 
Iothly, As to what the Remarker ſays againft the Profeſſor's 
Reaſon for not uſing the Term Neceſſary-exiſtence is, That 
Pictet, whereof he teaches ſome Chapters, particularly de Deo 
Uno & Trino, Cc. In this the Remarker uſes a little of his 
Art. The Title of Pictet's 2d Book is, de Deo Uno & Trino, 
but he only treats of the Doctrine of the Trinity from the 12th 
Chap. to the End of the Book, all which Chapters the Profeſ- 
for teaches and explains, but does not teach the preceeding 
Chapters, becauſe he teaches that Doctrine de Deo in Mark 
and Conf. Chap. II. Sect. iſt. and 2d. And the Profeſſor proves, 
that the Name Fehovah agrees to the Son, as Pictet does, as he 
does all the Reſt of Piſtet's Doctrine contained in theſe Chapters. 
So that he as much teaches the eſſential Neceſſary-exiſtence and 
Independency of the Son, as Pictet does; And as alſo rofeſſor 
Mark does in his 5th Chap. de Trinitate Sef. 10. tho' he has 
ſeldom taught that Sect. in Mark theſe Dozen of Years, it be- 


„„ 

ing needleſs to teach both the Syſtems. on that Subject Yet 
Profeflor Mark diſtinguiſhes between his Eſſential IndepeMency, 
and his Dependency on the Father, as to the Way of his indepen- 
dent Nature, in that ſame 10 Se&; which the Remarker might 
bave remembred the Profeſſor took Notice of to the Presbytery 
_ the 18. of January laſt. Whence it is evident, that the Pro- 
feſſor's not making Uſe of theſe Terms, when teaching the 
Doctrine of the Trinity, and ſpeaking of the perſonal, Properties 


and Relations of the Divine Perſons, is not a deliberate and af- 


teted Omiſſion. And therefore whatever Doubt he and others 
of the Presbytery might have had about this, fotinded an 


their own Jealouſy or Miſapprehenſions, he hopes they are nor 
removed long ſince, had they 


removed, and might have been 
taken proper Methods for it. | | | 

As to the Remarks on the 2d Paſſage of the Profeſſor's Letter 
and Anſwers about ScIf-exiftence, tis hoped the Profeſſor's An- 
wers to that Part of the Libel, Page 68, Cc. will fully ſatis- 


ty both the Re narker and others, to which he refers; only it 


may be worth While to notice what the Remarker gives as the 
true Meaning of the Term Self-exiſtent, when tis to be ap- 


plied to the Perſon of the Son, or ry Ghoſt, where he ſays, 
e 


Page g* of the Remarks, He (the Profeſſor) might eaſily have 
conſidered, that the Presbytery*'s Meaning of it muſt have beenthis, 
That the Three Perſons of the Trinity ſubſiſt in the ſame Nume- 
rical Self-exiſtent Subſtance. Whether the following Words are 
alſo to be taken as a Part of this Deſcription of Self-exiſtent is 
left to the Reader to judge; but whether oy the former Part, 
or this alſo makes up the true Meaning of the Term Self exiſtent, 


when to be applyed to the Perſon of the Son or Holy Ghoſt, 


the Profeſſor could not eafily conſider ; becauſe he never read 
ſuch a Deſcription of that Term before in any Author. But per- 


haps to ſubſiſt in the ſame Numerical, Self-exiſtent Subſtance, - 
is all that the Remarker takes into his Deſcription of the true 


Meaning of the Term Self-exiſtent, which is alſo a new Defini- 
tion to the Profeſſor, which he is afraid few but the Remarker 
would have found out; and how far it enlightens the Matter, he 
leaves to others to judge. | ; | 
As to the Remarks on the Anſwers to Reference Third, a- 
bout the Title, the oſt High God, upon which he alledges 


none but the Profeſſor himſelf would have hit upon ſuch a 


Senſe of the Words of his Letter; tho' by comparing the 
Words of the Letter and the Senſe given in the Anſwers, *tis 
obvious, that they give the plain and neceſſary Meaning ef 
the Words of the Letter. But as repreſented by the Remark- 
er, The Words ſunimus Deus, when applied to the Perſcns of the 
Bleſſed Trinity, are to be taken cum grano ſalis. Here he 
ſtops ſhort, and mentions not one Word of what the Profeſſor 
ſays was his Meaning in uſing that Expreſſion, that is, Hs 
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J hot always uſe them preciſely in the ſame Senſe, &c. Page 


25. avithe Head. By which Omiſſion he has Room for his Re- 
mark, which otherwiſe had been quite loſt. And it was rea- 
ſonable the Profeſſor ſhould explain this Term after readin 

the Title of the Chapter, which contains the Propoſition to 


be proved, the Terms of which were firſt to be explained, if 
needful. 5 | 


_ 2dly, He alledges the taking ſummus Deus in that Senſe 


| muſt be the Profeſſor's Opinion, becauſe he mentions thay 
Senſe of it, including the Father's perſonal Property, without 


giving the Students any Caution. The Meaning of which 
ſeems to be, he does not condemn the Authors that take it 


ſo. But this is no Evidence of its being his Opinion, that the 


Terms are rightly ſo uſed, tho? he has not ſo much Self- con- 
ceit, as to condemn Fuſtin Martyr, Ireneus, and others of the 


ancient Saints and Martyrs, and ſome of the moſt zealous and 


learned modern Defenders of the Doctrine of the Trinity, as 
Biſhop Bull and Dr. Vaterland. And the Remarker may, if 
he pleaſes, propoſe his following Difficulty, to any that he 
knows do uſe the Term ſummus Deus, ſo as to include the 
Father's perſonal Property; but ſeeing the Profeſſor does not 
uſe it in that Senſe, he is not concerned with it. But the Re- 
marker ſeems to give an Anſwer to it elſewhere that ſatisfies 
himſelf, that the Father may be called emphatically, The moſt 
High, or only True God. And the Profeſſor had ſhewed in his 
Anfwer to the Refernces, that this Title was applied to the 
Father by Way o gud not that they thought him to be 
igher God, Page 25. After which this Re- 
mark appears to be a pure Cavil. 
.  3dly, What he ſays about the Ancients uſing unſafe Terms, 
while they haye a ſound Meaning, is but what is common to 
them with the Moderns. And the acquainting the Students, in 
what Senſe the Friends of the Truth take theſe Terms, is ve- 
ry neceſlary to guard them againſt being deceived by the ill 


Uſe made of them by the Adyerſaries thereof. And if we mutt 


accuſe and quarrel with one another as oft as we uſe Terms, 
not in the moſt fit and proper Senſe, we mult be involved in 
endleſs Strifes and Contentions about Words, which the Apoſtle 
ſeverely condemns, 1 Tim. vi. 3, 4, 5. — Doting about Que- 
tions and Strifes of Words, &e. — And therefore, what the 
Profeflor advanced, both about the Ancients and Moderns, 
with the reſt of what he ſays in that Part of his Anſwers, he 


thinks ſufficiently removes the Ground of the Query, to all whe 


conſtru& of it with Chriſtian Charity. 
 4thly,' As to the Remarks on what relates to John xvii. 23 
Imo, Tis anſwered to the firſt, That the Profeſſor only re- 
lated an uncontroverted Fact; That the Title, the only True 
God, was applied te the Father in the Senſe ment ioned in his 


Let- 


Ea: 

Letter and Anſwers to the References: In which Senſe the 
od has not as yet ſaid that Title can be applipd to 
tne Son. SY 00s 1525 | 
do, As to the 2d, The Remarker referring to the Remarks 
made above, the Profeſſor alſo refers to what is anſwered a- 
bove, where it is alſo ſhewed, that this Diſtincion hath a Ten- 
dency quite contrary to what is alledged by the Remarker.. 
Ztio, As to the 3d Remark about the Ancients, the Profeſſor 
refers to what he has ſaid on the Words ſummus Deus in his 


ſaid Letter and Anſwers, and in his Anſwer to the Remarks on 


that Head, with Reſpe& both to the Ancients and Moderns. 
And as to what the Remarker ſays of the Ancients a plying 


emphatically to the Father the Expreſſion, only Trae God, ſeems 


to mean the very ſame Thing, with applying it to him by way 


of Eminence; and what follows in this Remark contrad its no- 


ing the Profeſſor has ſaid on this Point; he knowing no dif- 
| ferent. Sentiments he has from the Author of the Remarks, con- 
cerning the Uſe of the excluſive Particles in Seripture; and 
which is declared in his Anſwers to the References, as far as 


he had Oceaſion to mention it, with Reſpect to this and the 


foregoing Title, The meſt High God. 55 + 26 

As to the 5th Head of Remarks, as to what relates to the 
Grounds of the ſixth Query, what is firſt blamed, ſeems to be 
cc That from the Words in the Profeſſor's Letter, the Students 
ce might as well perceive the Unſuitableneſs of calling the Son 
<« Independent, as Dependent, and might perceive when 


Mark, in his Medulla, aſſerts, The Son's Jndependency, that 


« in that Point he does not uſe ſuitable and ſafe Terms. 
In Anſwer to which *tis to be obſerved, That the Profeſſor 
in his Letter and Anſwers ſpeaks. only of uſing theſe Terms, 
for expreſſing the per ſonal Properties and Relations of the Fatih 
and Sou, for which he does not think them ſuitable and ſ 
either Way. exemp. gr. He doth not think it a ſeriptural, 
ſuitable or ſafe Way of Speaking, to ſay, That the Son of God is 


either dependent or independent on the - Fatber. . Some able and 
zealous Defenders of the Doctrine of the Trinity make Uſe of 


the Term dependent, to expreſs the Son's Relation to the Fa- 
ther by his Eternal Generation; but the Profeſſor does not at 
preſent remember to have read in any of theſe Authors, that the 


Son is independent on his Father. And when Profeſſor Mark 


aſſerts the Son's Independeney, he evidently means it of the 
effential Independenq of his Divine Nature, which is common 
to him with the Father; which, as ſaid above, he diſtinguiſhes 
from the Way of his receiving that independent Eſſence, and his 
perſcnal Order of Subliſtence ; but he no where, to his Obſer- 
vation and Remembrance, ſays, Deus Filius eft independens a 
Patre ; but in Chap. 5. 21. where he aſcribes to the Son the 
Divine Attribute Independentia, the only Preof he gives of it, 
15 
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is John vs 26. As the Father 4. Life in himſelf, fo hath: 
he gen to the Son to have Life in himſelf. So the Remarker's 
Conclufton,. that this Way of teaching guards as much againſt 
Truth as Error, has no Foundation in what the Pr has 
ſaid in his Letter and Anſwers. 

dꝛ⁊ ay, As to the Remarks on what the Profeſſor ſays, on his 


cautioning the Students as much as our Confeſhon does, againſt 
the Errors of theſe who teach the Son's Dependence and Subor- 
dination, namely, But 'tis plain that if Errors are vented in 
new Expreſſions, not ſo much uſed, Cc. Page 135. at the Foot; 


is anſwered, That theſe Terms were uſed, when the Confeſh- 


on was compiled, by Friends of this $reat Truth, in a good 
Senſe, tho? their Terms were unfit, and by Ad verſaries of the 
Truth, in a bad Senſe, as they alſo had been long before that 


Time; and therefore the Profeſſor might give ſufficient Caution 


to the Students, without mentioning theſe Terms, as well as 
our Confeſhon, Profeſſor Pictet, and others do. Whence it ap- 


pears manifeſt, that it was not ſo much the Profeſlor's omit» 


ting to mention theſe Terms, as groundleſs Jealouſy, that 
gave Occaſion for their Sixth Query. And tho he did not 
mention the Terms of theſe Adverſaries of the Truth, yet he 


ſufficiently ſhewed the Danger of their Do&rines, and thought 


it enough to tell the Terms were impreper, ſee ing they were 


uſed by zealous Friends of the Truth; and the Profeſſor does 
not think himſelf cloathed with ſufficient Authority to a 


Meaning on theſe or other Words, which all are obliged to fol- 
low under the Pain of Cenſure. 


As to the Remarks made on the Recapitulation, it appears it 


vas very needful the Profeſſor ſhould have added it, Jeſt the 


Remarker ſhould miſtake what he aimed at, and miſlead the 

Presbytery into the ſame Error with himſelf. ; 
For. his firſt Remark is a very groſs Miſtake, and what the 

Venerable Aſſembly of this Church, by hearing the Profeflor's 


Papers, and the Depoſitians of the Witneſſes read before them, 


he hopes, will be ſatisfied is contrary to what is Fact; namely, 
« That for a Profeſſor of Divinity, inſtead of yindicating t 


< proper true Divinity of the Son, to aſſert the Meaning of 
_ « this Part of the Remark, is more than an Inſinuation, that 


ce the Profeſſor does not vindicate the proper true Divinity 
cc of the Son, whereas, in all his Papers, he does in the 


ſtrongeſt Terms, according to Scripture and our Confeſſion, aſ- 
ſert and maintain, The'proper true Divinity of the only begot- 
ten Son of God, to whom all the Perfections of the Divine 


Nature do belong, as well as to the Father, only the Father's 
perſonal Property, which is incommunicable, cannot be afhr- 
med of him, by whatever Words or Ex preſſions, (whether well 


( 146 ) 
poſitions, which prove he taught ſo at the Time when the fa- 
ma clamoſa was injurioufly raiſed againſt him. 3 
2d, Another Part of this Remark is, J hat inſtead of vindicat- 
ing the proper true Divinity of the Son, he aſſerted and taught, 
<< ſhat Self-exiſtence,Neceſſary-exiftence,moſt high God, only. true 
c God, Independence, are only ſo many different Expreſſions by 
cc which the Father's being of none, actually hath, or may be 
« meant by ſome Authors. The Profeſlor wants to be in- 


formed, where he has fo aſſerted or taught, „ That theſe 


Terms are only ſo many different Expreſſions, Oc. But 
from the Likeneſs of ſome Words in that Part of the Profeſlor's 
Anſwers, the Remarker is here animadverting upon, he gueſles, 
they are taken from the laſt Sentence of his Anſwers,” that pre- 
ceed the firſt Head of Recapitulation, Page 32, 33. Oc. 
< After which there can remain no juſt Ground of Difference 
« from the Paſſages of my Letter, mentioned in their Referen- 
© ces; they being only ſo many Inſtances of different Words or 
“ Expreſſions by which the Father's being of None,——either 
ce actually have been, or may be meant, by ſome Authors, whe- 


ce ther the Words be uſed right or wrong. In which Senſe a- 


< lone, I fay, theſe Words or Expreſſions cannot be truly af- 
< firmed of the Son. Now, if the Profeſſor can underſtand 
the 'Remarker's Meaning by his Words, tis this, That the 
only Uſe of theſe Terms, Self-exiſtence, Cc. is, That they are 
ſo many different Expreſſions, by which the Father's being of 
Nene,— either actually hath, or may be meant by ſome 


Authors. Whereas the Profeſſor is ſo far from ſaying ſo, that 


he only mentions them as ſo many Inſtances of Terms, by which 
the Father's being of none, is meant by ſome Authors, whether 


the Words be uſed right or wrong. Which TwWo Things are as dif- 
ferent as Land and Sea. And when ſuch a Perſon, as the An- 
thor of the Remarks, ſo widely miſtakes the Profeſſor's Mean- 


ing, of ſo plain a Paſſage of his Anſwers, that he had lying 
before him in Writing, om the 5th of January to the 14th of 


March laſt, it is obvious to conceive, how much more pd 
Hly, both the Profeſſor's Words and Meaning in his ordinary 


"Teaching, might be miſtaken by a few of the Students, that 


heard them but once uttered, eſpecially when they are not cal- 
led to bear Witneſs about them, till about Fifteen Months after 
they heard them, 1 "= to 
* 3dly, Another Thing found Fault with is, The Profeſſor*s not 
$7ving any Caution about the Abuſe of theſe Words, which the 
Profetfor has {ufficiently anſwered above. * 1 
4thly, The Rem arker blames the Profeſſor for teaching Peo- 
ple to ſay, That in a Senſe that is not to be condemned, the 
Son is not Helf-exiſtent, &c. and to juſtify all this from theſe 
Herds of ' oar Confeſſion, that the Father is of none. To which 
tis anſwered, That the Profeſſor had fo gharitable an Opini- 
| nion 


nion of the Presbytery's Soundneſs in the Faith, and hearty | 
 AgreQnent with this Article of our CoA ion, That being of 
none is the incommunicable Property of the Father, that he was 
peE Nees they would never condemn the Senſe in which theſe 
Terms were taken, when uſed to ſignify, Seeing of none, altho“ 
they might think the Words abuſed. But here the Remarker, 
and th? Presbytery, who have adopted his Remarks, appear to 
condemn the Senſe, and blame the Profeſſor for juſtifying all 
this from the Words of our Confeſſion ; That the Father is of 
Mu: Which the Remarker obſeryes is beſt explained hy it 
lelf, neither begotten nor proceeding ; where the Remarker's 
Meaning is not ealy to be underſtood. For there are only 
three Ways by which any Perſon can be ſaid to be of another, - 
viz. by being begotten, which is proper to the only begotten 
Son of God, and by eternally proceeding, which is the Proper- 
ty of the Holy Ghoſt; or by being created or made, which ' 
belongs to all created Perſons and Things. This laſt Senſe is 
infinitely below all the Three Divine Perſons, and cannot be 
affirmed of any of them without Blaſphemy; it had been there- 
fore unreaſonable to mention it in this Article of our Confel- 
ſion. Whereas it was neceſſary to mention the other two Ways 
of being of another; becauſe the Son, tho* true God, is of the 
Father, by being eternally begotten of him: And the Holy 
Ghoſt, tho? alſo, true God, is of the Father and the Son, by 
his eternally Proceeding from them: But the Father alone is 
the only Divine Perſon, that is of None, neither of theſe two 
Ways, as our Confeſſion expreſly ſays: And conſequently, the 
Father is abſolutely of None every Way imaginable. So that 
theſe Words, neither begotten nor proceeding, which the Con- 
feſſion ſubjoins to the Father's being of None, which do 
not limit the Senſe of Being of None, but remove from 
it all imaginable Ways of being of another, plainly juſtify the 
Profeſlor's ſaying, that being of None, without Limitation or 
Reſtriction, is the Father's perſonal Property, according to the 
Literal and Neceſſary Meaning of theſe Words in our: Confet- . 
ſion. Wherefore he does not ſee that it was to the Remarker's 
Purpoſe ta ſay, that the Father's being of None, is explained 
by the Words added, Neither begotten nor proceeding, . unleſs 
he thinks that theſe Words limit the Senſe of being of None, 
and that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are of None ſome other 
vt altho* they be not of None, neither begotten nor pro- 
een! | W nn 
Upon the Whole, *tis hoped this Church will not think it 
ſafe for the Intereſts of Truth and Peace among us, That a 
Profeſſor of Divinity ſhould be cenſured for teaching and mair- 
taining the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, according to the 
Holy Scriptures, and the plain Meaning, of the Words. of our 
Conteſhon of Faith. : | e HG - 
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The laſt Thing the Remarker is Rs to ſay, is, Thet 
whether the Profeſſor deſigns the Presbytery ſhould obſerve the 
Agreement of his Principles with what Dr. Clark lays down in 
his Seripture Doctrine en the Trinity; yet tis eaſy to ſes an 
Harmony in many great Articles, of which he ſubjoins a Com- 
pariſon. In Anſwer to which it may be obvious to every Per- 
ſon of Knowledge and Candor, that the Remarker's Defign is, 
to render the Profeſſor odious, by making a Compariſon, be- 
twixt ſome Words pick'd out of his Letter and Anſwers, that 
do not repreſent the true Meaning of what he ſays, or ſets 
them in a falſe Light, contrary to their evident N as 
they ly in his oy 2m and then compares them with ſome 

Words of a like Sound, taken out of Dr. Clarks Scripture 
Doctrine, without noticeing what is the Doctor's Meaning; 
And the Dr. being reputed very unſound on the Trinity, any 
appearing Agreement, were it but in the Sound of Words, be- 

_ tween what the Profeſſor ſays (even tho' he be —_ other 
Folks Opinion, not his own) may create or continue Suſpicls |} 
ons in the Minds of unthinking People, as if the Profeſſor and 
Dr. Clark were of one Mind and Opinion about the Doctrine of 
the Trinity, in many great Articles: All which is a very un- 
fair and unjuſt Way of Dealing. For what Uſe, pray, is Dr, 
Clark brought upon the Field, in this Cauſe, were he Ten 
Times more unſound upon the Doctrine of the Trinity, than 
the Remarker can ſuppoſe him? May he not ſay a great ma- 
ny Things that are 8 to the Holy Scriptures, and ta 
our Confeſſion of Faith, as tis manifeſt he does? And if he 

mould ſay never fo many ill Things, that are contrary to the 
Scriptures and the Doctrine of our Confeſſion, what has the Pro- 
ſeſſor, or his preſent Cauſe, to do with that? Seeing the Rule, 

according to which he is to be judged, is not his Agreeing- or 
not Agreeing with Dr. Clarks Nation, but with the Holy 
Scriptures, the only Rule of Faith and Manners and our Con. 
Non of Faith, which is our Rule of Uniformity. And the 
rofeſſor is humbly of Opinion, that it is not his preſent Buſi- 
neſs to examine what is Dr. Clark's Meaning in the Paſſages here 
ſet down,or to judge whether he ſays Right or Wrong; nor is 
the Dodeor ſiſted before this Venerable Aſſembly, to be judged 
by them for what he writes. Wherefore the Profeffor is hum- 
diy of Opinion, that theſe Paſſages of Dr. Clark's Book, here 
mentioned by the Remarker, are quite out of the Queſtion that 
lies before the Aſſembly, who are not concerned to notice,whe- 
ther any Thing in the Profeſſor's Papers be agreeable to Dr. 
Clark's Sentiments or not; and it would take both the Aﬀembly 
and Profeſſor off their preſent Buſineſs. But if the Profeſfor 
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Doctrine of the Trinity, both AL. * modern, who differ 


from Dr. Clark, and diſpute againſt his Scheme upon the Tri- 


nity, between whoſe Expreſſions and his there's a much greater 
Affinity, than any Thing that the Profeſſor has delivered as 


his own Opinion, or the Opinion of theſe he has mentioned as 


the Friends of the Truth, in his Papers now lying before the 
Aſſembly, yea a great many Paſſages of Holy Seripture and 
our Confelſion of Faith. I have already named Zancbius, Dr. 
wen, Dr. Calamy, Mr. Nelſon's anonymous Friend againſt 
Dr. Clark, the Author of fome Conſiderations againſt Dr. Clark, 
Dr. Vaterland. Of which Authors he has mentioned ſeveral 
Paſſages in his preceeding Paper, which being compared with 
theſe Propoſitions of Dr, Clark, here cited by the Remarber, 
it will he evident there is a yaſtly greater Harmony betwixt 
them and the Words cited out of theſe Authors, than betwixt 
them and the Profeſſor's Words. And yet after all, it would 


not be juſt in the Remarker, to ſay that they were of Dr. Clark's 


Mind with Reſpec to thele Articles. 5 
I might alſo adduce ſome Paſſages out of Burkit on the New 
Teſta ment, on John xiv. 28. ine 1 Cor. viii. 6. and out of 


 Charmoct's Works, Vol. 2. Edit. 1684, Pag. 252. and Continu- 


ation of Pools Annot, on 1 Cor. viii. 6. and Phil. ii. 6. and 
 Fohn xiv. 28. and Dr. Tourſon's Explication of the Catechiſm, 
Part III. On the Lord's Prayer, Edit. 1680, Pag. 63. Biſhop 


Uſer's Body of Divinity, Edit. 1647, Pag. 80. and 88. be- 


ſides Abundance of others. And ſuch as deſire to know the 
Harmony in Words, betwixt Dr. Clark and Athanaſius, and o- 
ther zealous Defenders of the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, 
at and after the Council of Nice, need only conſider the Paſ- 
| ſages cited out of theſe Authors by Dr. Vaterland and others, 

who write againſt Dr. Clark, and theſe cited by Biſhops Ball 


and Pearſon, -_ before Dr. Clark wrote on that Subject. 
As 


And any who reads theſe ancient Authors themſelves, will find 


more Paflages in them of that Sort than any of theſe Authors 


have cited, and will alſo be able to ſee with their own Eyes 

how far they really differ from Dr. Clark's Sentiments, not- 

UN of the apparent Harmony of many of their Ex- 
reſſions. 

I all only eonelude with obſerving the Remarker's unfair 

Repreſentation of the Profeſſor's Words, in this Compariſon of 

the firſt Paſſage of the Profeſſor's Letter about ſummus Deus 


being taken cum grano ſalis, &c. which is repreſented in the 


three Paragraphs of the Compariſon, without mentioning the 


Senſe he hath given of it, both in his Letter and Anſwers, 


might lead a Perſon to think the Term ſummus Deus is to be 
aſeribed to Chriſt in a lower Senſe than it is when ſaid of the 
Father. Whereas, by looking into what he has ſaid in his 
forefaid Papers, tis manifeſt he ſays no ſuch Thing. And he 

| . may 
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may alſo here take Notice, That it ſeems there was not one 
cf the Students more than he, that remembred he then "uſed 
the Expreſſion, cum grano ſalis, otherwiſe had it caſt up in 
the Precognition, that he had uſed it, doubtleſs it would have 
been made an Article of the Libel, . 

He alſo in the End of this firſt Paſſage, omits theſe Words, 
cc But if meant of Chriſt's being Creator and Sovereign Go- 
cc yernor of the World, or of the Eſſential Perfections that are 
cc common to the Father and Son, then they would truly a- 
F< gree to him, Page 5 and 24. Which had the Re marker ad- 
ded, they would have ſpoiled. his whole Compariſon. Not fo 
much as the leaſt Shadow of it had remained, if he had fairly 
repreſented that the Profeſſor was not telling his on Opinion, 
but the Opinion of others, when he ſays ſummus Deus is uſed 


to ſignify the Father's perſonal Property; in which Senſe the 


Profeſſor never uſed it himſelf. He therefore refers to his An- 

wers, Page 24. where this is exprefled. 1 
And having ſo fully explained his Meaning of the other three 

Pafſages here compared with Dr. Clark in his preceeding Pa- 


pers, and the former Part of this, he thinks it would be a Re- 


flection upon the Venerable Aſſembly, to mention any Thing 
of them further here; and therefore refers to the Paſſages of 
is other Papers and the preceeding Paſſages of this, where 
be bas told his Mind fully about them. From which he 
thinks it will be evident, that the Compariſon is altogether 
unjuſt, as the whole of it is quite out of the Way. * 
To which the Profeſſor needs only add, That he having in 
his preceed ing Papers ſaid all that was ſufficient to remove any 
Appearance of a juſt Ground of Suſpicion of him, ſo far as 
be underſtood them, even beyond what either the Rules of 
the Goſpel, or Conſtitutions of this Church required, through 
à2 Deſire to ſat isfy his Reverend Brethren: He humbly thinks, 
they had Reaſon to be pleaſed with what he has offered. And 
be knows no juſt Grounds that either the Presbytery of Glaſ- 
gow or this Church has for entertaining Jealouſies of his Un- 


5 ſoundneſs as to his Faith on the Doctrine of the Trinity, nor 


any Reaſon of continuing or ie Scandal about it; 
and ſubmits the whole to the Venerable Aſſembly. And hopes 


both they and others will excuſe any Eſcapes that may be 


found, either in the Language or Matter of theſe Anſwers, con- 
ſidering the very ſhort Time he was allowed for drawing them 


up. 
825 
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REPORT of the Committee appointed by the Presby- =_ 
tery of Glaſgow, to enquire into Profeſſor Simſon's _ 1 
Paper given in to the Presbytery, March 29. 1727, 
Intituled, * Repreſentation to the Reverend Presby- 
tery of Glaſgow, by Mr. John Simſon, Profeſſor of 
Divinity in the Univerſity at Glaſgow, which he owns 
to be a Repreſentation of his Thoughts upon the Sub- 
' Jett of the Presbytery's Queries approven by the Pres- 
bytery. 


1940, That tho' the Profeſſor, when he offered his 
_ ſaid Paper to the Presbytery, told them, it was a 
Repreſentation of bis Thoughts upon the Subject of the Queries; 

yet it appears throughout, to he rather a juſtification of his 
preſent Way of teaching on the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, 

than a plain direct Anſwer to the Queries which the Pres- 
bytery had required of him, in Compliance with what was en- 
Joined by the conjunct Meeting of the Reverend Committee 

and Presbytery, __ 5 5 
| 24%, The Profeſſor inſiſts at good Length, in ſhewing the 
Danger of adyancing Hypotheſes not revealed in the Word, in 
explaining the Doctrine of the Holy Trinity, and gives an In- 


4. HE Committee craye Leave bumbly to repreſent, 


f ſtance of this in the Sabellian and Arian Hereſies, which aroſe 

a from different Hypotbeſes, made Uſe of to explain and anſwer 

Y the Difficulty of there being but one God, and yet Three Di- 

: vine Perſons: But the Committee are ſurpriſed to find, | 
” | that thele Tenets mentioned by the Profeſſor, are called Hypos- 1 
10 theſes, which have always been accounted groſs Errors and 'Þ 
5 Hereſies, directly contrary to the Word. 985 . © | 
I 3tio, The Profeſſor acknowledges, Page 37. That in former | 
> | Tears he has made Uſe of ſome different Hypotheſes, that have 

As been advanced by ſundry Divines of great Eſtzem, which, apon 

af Trial, he finds are not ſufficient for removing Difficulties urged 


on all Hands by the Adverſaries of the Trinity; but on the 
contrary, are ready to lead the Students into ſome dangerous 
Error ; and ſays, That wow be ſatisfies himſelf only with nam- 

55 0 N ing 


— 


1 


* 


E- 10 Repreſentation js printed in this Collection, Page 35, &e. 1 


3 1152 
ing ſome of the moſt 3.4 


"BY both ancient and 
th Authors, ſound, if the, 
Faith; and that be obſerucs the Defeits and Danger: of ſame of 
them, without recommending any of tbem as certain, t rom 
which it is plain, the Profeſſor has altered his Way af teachs 
ing on the Doctrine of the Bleſſed Trinity; but yet the Com- 
mittee can make no Judgment of it, ſeeing he neither tells 
what were the different Hypotbeſes he made. Uſe of formerly, 
and now finds Fault with, nor yet what are the celebrated 
Hypotheſes he now explains. _—_ 


modern, that have been made Uſe 


4to, In the Paragraph immediately following what is juſt now 
cited, the Profeſſor, in ſpeaking of the Oneneſs of the dub- 
ſtance, ard Diſtinction of the Perſons in the Godh ad, has an 


Expi eſſion the Committee think needs to be qualified, to wit, 
Page 37. Line 38. The Nature and Meaſure of which Oneneſs 


and Hiſtinction js not revealed in the Mord; tor we think, that 
ſome Things relating to the Nature and Meaſure of that Oneneſs 


7 * 
* 


and Diſtinqtion, are plainly revealed, fe wit, That the Sub- 


ſtanoe of the I bree Perfons in the Godhead: is Ons in Number, 
and not Three in Number; and the perlonal Characters, 2 
Begetting, Begotten and Proceeding, are alfo plainly revealed. 


5to, The two Paragra” bs following ſeem to repreſent ſome 


of his Thoughts upon the Subje& of the Presbytery's Queries. 
But 1920, In the Introduction he inſinuates, That ſome- 
ching in the Queries are only Hypotheſes, in mentioning where - 
of, propounded ſome Arguments te ſhew their Probability, 
and how far they may be ſafely uſed ; but. the Committee are 
of Opinion, there is nothing in their Queries, in the Nature 
of an Hypotheſis, but that the Matter of them is plainly deter- 
mined in Scripture, and in the Articles of our Confeſſion Cited 
in the References. R 3 
2do, Tho' the Profeſſor ſeems to own as his Opiniap, that 
the One Subſtance in Number, being ebſolutely immenſe, is eom- 


mon to all the Perſons of the Tranity ; Pers: Line 13. > og 
be brings in this as an Hypotheſis, and all t v me 
| Things that renders his Meaning doubtful, to wit, conſiſtrut- 
Ir with the foreſaid Diſtinction, and adds, when that Phraſe, 
One Subſtance in Number, is uſed in the Senſe wherein it is 


clogs it with 


ordinarily applied to rational Creatures, it will be inconſiſtent 


with the foreſaid Diſtinction of Perſons ; heſides the Presby- 


tery will remember, that the Profeſſor, in his Anſwer to the 


Libel now lying before them, has owned, that he teaches his 


Scholars, that the Subſtance is neither one ſpecifically, nor one 
Numerically, in the Perſons of the Godhead. + 
3tio, Tho' he owns, Page 38. that what he had ſaid in his 


Letters and Anſwers do ſufficient! prove, that the Son is a 


Neceſſary Being, and alſo. his Eſſential 9 Self-ex- 
iftence, and true Godhead, in Oppeſition to all falſe Gods, 3 6 
. ts Fo 
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Serties that are cotimod to the Father and Son, or in any Senſe 
- Conſiſtent. with the Perſonals properties of the Father and Son, they 
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Bock te Mie vd nd in 635 
ter? the Weſt; H; gem, and 
16 are of. Opi ipien | | 
„ That His "cannot Be zepte 2s Fl 14 Auster to 
e 7 55 5 Fill he explain his Meaning ng of the Terms, Neceſ⸗ 
Beg, Ele Efential-in dependence, and Self-exiſtence, when. b. 
e Son. The Wee had aid before in his. 
nes the Words, eceſſarily- exiſtent. and Independent : e 


bY bs Terms of Art üled in very different Meanings, ar 
takes 7 Wee of. the Presbytery s: Senſe of Necef efary-exiſtence | 
exp? e in their. £ uery on that, Head ; 3. and Ao of: of Self- 


5 {Ran Gd, gt Was taken by many. Authors to igni- 
1 5 e. or the Perl reprs o the Father,» 154 


at 12 would take it as 4 Piece of uſeful Inſtruction ta him an 


logo Studerits, if the Presbytery would declare the true Mean- 


of that Engli Terin of Art, when it is ts be be affrnied of the 


Rar on of the” Sor. and Holy Ghoſt; Therefore it is needfu], ” 
at 


Ar lealt he explain in what Senſe, he. underſtands . Neceſſary- 


Being „ Bflenti al. independeuqy, Self-Bxiſtence, when he-aſcribes 


den, te The Son. 
1 2 The: Faurth 2d Fifth Diberher + are not fully a ered 


is. N reſentation. For, tho? the. Pro Jt ff 1 es, 


Sy ile Sch, together with the Farher, 1 is the Ml od, 


and the 290 tae God ; yet he does not diſown Emo the” Father 
may be called 


the Moſt High God, and the oui true God, in fiich 
a Senſe as ctinot}.be affirmed of the N 


ly, The. eee are ſorry: to find this Repreſentation 


_blithe Profelſor's „ Thoughts clogg'd alſo with ſomething that 


Fems-rather,to. Aarken than to clear the Matter, when he adds, 


39 „ all Which ! doubt not the Prebytery do with ave an- 
YL Herſtand 0 of the Eſſential Perſections of the Divine Natiire, that 
- 7 23 to the Divine Per ſonb, but Not as including or meant 


* N er I 4 they are ſoinetimes uſed by emi- 
bt Friends 7455 Feb. _ again the Committee are at 
a 106 to und ond clearly | b ; but it it be, as the 
Refetchces: Anneke to the Paper ſeem to rt, and as he ex- 

3 himſelf in his firſt Le tier concerning the Titles, The. Moſt 
Fen , the only true God, Nece Harilyceriſtent and Indepen- 
= wit, That if theſe be mean bf Chriſt's being Creator 
and Sovercigh Governor bf the World, or of the Eſſential Pro- 


will as floizbt agree to the 505 but if they be taken in adenſe that 

inclüdes the Father's Per oikal-pr ety, they cannot be a apple 

* the Son +, If this, We ſay, be the Meaning, the Profeflor ha 
leaſt Reaſon for his undoübted Perſwaſion, that the 


Sage were agreed with. him. For tho' it be true, That 


the Pfesbytery yn allory 2 the Porſolial-property a >, 


„ 


5 the Queries. 


C 154 ) 
Father. ſhauld be A. to 20 Son, yet they have openly, 
and upon all Occaſions of going upon the Profeffor's firſt vet 
ter, declared their Diſſatisfaction with uſing theſe Titles or 
Terms, in a Senſe including the Father's Perſonal-property; 
the native Conſequence of which muſt be, that in a Senie; not 
to be condemned, the San is not Self-exiſtent, Neceſſarily-exiſ- | 
tent, Independent, the Meſt High Ged, or, the only true God; 
and db elbe have concurred in a Libel againſt the Profeſſor, 
for alledging, without giving any Caution, that theſe * Terms 
may be fe uſed, But it the Profeſſor have another Meaning of 
this Paſſage in his Paper, it will be needful that he give it. 
Upon the whole, The Committee offer it as their Opinidn 
to the Reverend Presb: tery, that for the Reaſons adduced, this 
Paper, as it ſtands, cannot be received as a ſatisfying Anſwer te 
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ANSWERS Jo the Report of the Commit- 
tee of the Presbytery of Glaſgow, «pon. Pro- 
feſſor S1m$0N's Repreſentation, March 29, 
ANS ER to their Firſt Obſerve: 
HAT the Presbytery having obje&ed nothing againſt 
the Profeſſor's Way of teaching the Doctrine of the Bleſ- 
ſed Trinity before he gave in his Repreſentation to them; un- 
leſs their ſeeming Objections againſt ſome Paſſages of his Let- 
ter of March laſt Year, contained in their References, ought to 
be eſteemed Objections againſt his Way of teaching; it ſeems 
pretty odd for the Presbytery, ſo much: as to inſinuate he was 
faulty in juſtifying his Way of teaching, which one would think 
he has a Right to do till he be convicted of a Fault therein. 
The Repreſentation was not deſigned as a plain direct Anſwer 
to their Queries, which the Presbytery knew the Week before 
he gave it in to them, and ſome of them declared, that ſuch 
an Anſwer, upon the Matter of them, as the Repreſentation 
contains, would ſatisfy them. tho' it ſeems they have altered 
their Mind ſince, or they are not all of the ſame Mind. 
As to their 2d Remark, the Profeſſor had juſt Ground to 
mention the Danger of advancing Hypotheſes not revealed in 
the Word, and to take Notice of theſe two remarkable In- 
ſtances of them in the ancient Church, eoncerning the Sabel- 
Jian and Arign Hereſies, and any Perſon ' tollerably skilled in 
. theſe Matters, may be juſtly ſurprized at the Presbytery for 
blaming che Profeſſor, becauſe he calls the Tenets of the _ 
| | : e e : Han,; 


— 


* 
* * 


Hypotheſes, ſeeing tis manifeſt, that thay were Hypotheſes which 
not "uy had no Foundation in the Holy Scripture, but were 


— . 1 1 5 N 1 #7 155 Df * * 1 N LEW, 8 : 
and Arians, which were the Foundation of their Hereſy; 


+Inconſiſtent with and contrary to many plain Paſſages of it. 
All precarious Hypotheſes have no juſt Foundation in cripture 
or Reaſon, ſome of them are harmleſs, ſome of them hurtful, 
And 3 of them heretical | 2 7 

Doarine oth altho' the Profeſſor has aſtered nothing in the 


- Doerine of the Trinity in his preſent Way of teaching, nor of 
his Sentiments about it; yet be never ſcrupled to acknowledge, 


that he had oftner than once altered his Way of teaching, with 
-Reſpe& to the Manner and Circumſtances thereof, as he judged 
- might be moſt convenient for maintaining that important Truth, 
as he found it variouſly attacked by Adverſaries; and there 
_ no Reaſon, why he ſhould tell the Presbytery what 
di 


different Hypotheſes he has made uſe of in teaching, more than 
every Minilter in the Presbytery ſhould tell what different Ar- 


uments he makes uſe of to prove this or any other Point of 
Doctrine in his preaching, nor has the Presbytery any Right to 
know, or paſs any Judgment upon theſe, unleſs he were accuſed 
of ſome particular ault, in which Caſe, no doubt the Profeſ- 
ſor will be ready to anſwer according to the Rules of the. Goſ- 
pel, and Conſtitutions of this Church. A 
As to the àth, the Profeſſor ſays, that the Nature and 
Meaſure of the Diſtinctien of the Three Divine Perſons, by 
tbei incommunicable Properties, Characters and Ati:ns is not 
'revealed. which one would think does neither ſuppoſe nor inſi- 
nuate, that the perſonal 7 e of begetting, begotten and pro- 
-*ceeding are not revealed, eſpecially, when he lays expreſly, that 
- theſe Properties, Characters and Actions are in Scripture aſcri- 
bed to them; and perhaps ſome may think it a Diſcovery de- 
ſerving much Applauſe, if the Presbytery will ſhew in what 
Place of Scripture it is plainly revealed, that the Subſtance in 
the Three Divine Perſons is one in Number, and not Three in 


Number. Some famous Divines, ſuch as Zenchius, c. wha 


were not ill acquainted with the Bible, are of the contrary O- 
inion; and neither our own, nor any other Proteſtant Con- 
feſſion, have ſaid any more than that they are of one or the ſame 
. Subſtance ; and the Scripture ſays no more expreſly, but that 


they are one. EN cory 
As to the 5th, which is ſubdivided, the Profeffor might. with 
Reſpect to the firſt Branch, without Offence. . inſinuate that 
ſome Things in the Presbytery's Queries were only Hypotheſes, 
in menticning whereof, he 7 propound ſome Arguments to 
ſbew their Probability; and how far they might be ſafely uſed, 
ſuch as that of one Subſtance in Number, coneerning which, fame 
Divines of great Eſteem, ſuch as Zancbius, have different Sen- 


timents And *tis uſed by I Socinians ma very bad Senſe, 
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s the Foupqatig PP. 156, . is hut gug Fe 1 
28 the Foundation of their. maintaining chere is but ng Berwn | 
id the Godhead, ds he has ſhewed in his : N. e Ke WE 
on the-5th Allegation, or rather the fourth, {aid to be vented in | 
Teaching T, which the Profeſſor was, obliged'to do by gth AF, | 
Aſſembly 1717 F. For which Reaſon the! esbytery might'allow | 
Fs Profeſſor humbly to differ from them, in forbexring the || 
Uſe of the Term, On: Subſtance in Number, although they. 4 
think 'the Matter of their Cueries plainly determined in Sorip- 6 
ture, and in the Articles of our Confeſſion, cited in their Refe- : 
rences, about which there appeats'as yet no Difference between 
the Presbytery and him, but only with Reſpe& to the Expreſ- 
ons to be made uſe of upon that Subject, Which are not men- 6 
tioned eithet in Seriptutè or our Confeſſion ; whence it does nor 
appear, that the Presbjtery'sTerins arg ſo proper for expreſ= || 
fin that Matter, as theſe made uſe of in Scripture ot our | 
_ Confeſſion ;, whence it does not appear, that the 'Presbytery's 
Terms are ſo proper for expreſſing that Matter, as theſe made | 
uſe of in Scripture and our Con 07 CCC 4 
As to'the 2d Branch. The Profeſſor declares it is his Opini- 
on, that the Divine Subſtance being abſolutely immenſe, is com- 
mn to all Gere rt Bleſſed Trinity. Let for the Rea- 
ſons juſt now mentioned, he thinks it needful to determine the 
Meaning in which he underſtood it, ſo as it may not be taken 
in the Sabellian and Socinian Senſe. And brings it in as an 
potheſis, becauſe it is not expreſly mentioned in Scripture, ar 
ur 'own, or any other Proteſtant Confeſhon, and belongs to a 
Doctrine we know nothing of by the Light of Nature. Yet - 
he thinks it agreeable both to Scripture, our own and other 
onfeſſions of the Proteſtant and Reformed Churches, and uſe- 
41 to give us ſome Idea, fo far as our weak Capacities do 
each, of the Oneneſs of the Godhead, conſiſtently. with the 
foreſaid Diſtinction of the Divine Perſons. And thinks it is 
much the ſame, whether it be called ove immenſe Subſtance in 
Number, or one undivided inſeparable Eſſence, that Is common 
to them. And he is humbly of Opinion, that his Meaning is 
neither 'clogged nor rendered doubtful, by adding the Words, 


WY} 
* 


! 


Conſiſtently with the fore ſaid Diſtinction; by which * he 
only means, That this immenſe Subſtance, or undivided 
| Effence is eommon to them, and that its being commoff to them 
is conſiſtent with the fore ſaid Hiſtindtion. And he is perſuaded 
the Presbytery does not underſtand, that the ſaid Subſtance is 

common to them inconſiſtently with the foreſaid Diſtinction, 
tho? their Words will bear that Conſtruction, eſpecially when 
they. blame him for adding that other Caution in Vis Paper, 
* When that Phraſe One Subſtance in Number is uſed in the 
6 Senſe whercin it is ordinarily applied to rational Creatures; 
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de co make theSenſe clear, ade ta expreſs theGree 


oo HTS 
ye added-theſe toHawing Wor 


Y 4 


„ engen, Which was the Ch; ie] ibellian 
<< Hereticks, as Athanaſius {ays expreſly in his Expoſitio- Hei; 


< ir will be inconſiſt nt with, the torelaid Diſtinstiön of the 


- 1 


Perſons. Which Caution the Profeffor thought alſo. peed- 
ful, to paard againſt the ſaid Hereticks, becauſe the Term, 


Dr Subſtance in Number, when, taken ip that Senſe, ſignifies à 
Subſtance peculiar to a ſingle Per ſun; and he hapes the Presbytery 
are not forunderſtanding the Term in chat Senſe more than he. 
The Profeſſor owns, that he teac his Schollars, That 


the Subſtance is neither One bende ne Numerically; 


but adds, As theſe Terms of Ariſtotle's: Philoſophy are com- 


which Wordsjthe Presbytery ſho | 
true Repreſentation of his Meaning; fox in this reſtrained Senſe, 


monly. uſed among us, when 1 955 to; Creatures, Page 56. 


e CharaReriſtick of the Sabellian 


E 


alſo have added, to give a 


one Subſtance in Number, {ignifies 4. Subſtance peculiar to one 


Angle Perſon. 


oo 
— 


bytery's References, Page 133, pieces their Meaning of- the 
d to the Son and Holy Ghoſ, 

vi. That the three Perſons of the Trinity ſubſ in the ſame 
the - Profeſſor obſer- 
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Query very dark to him. And if the Term Independentt be ex- 


plained in theſame manner, the Myſtery will encreaſe; and a8 


it perſwades him of the abſolute Nee 4 of the Presbytery's 


- explaining the Terms of their own Que 


| ons, he is humbly ot 
Opinion, it may alſo conyince moſt Fart of the Members of 


the Venerable Aſſembly of the Neceſſity thereof. 


As to the Second Branch of this Sub- diviſion, where they al 


ledge the 4th and 5th Queries are not fully anſwered, bec 
the Proteffor does not diſt wn, That the Father may be called, 


_ "The M:ſt High God, Cc. which the Profeſſor thinks not him- 


ſelf obliged to diſown, for the Reaſons he has given on this 
Subject, in his Anſwers to the Remarks ; the Author of which 
ons, that theſe Titles are given emphaticelly to the Father, 
by ſome of the Ancients, without reprehending them for it. 


As to the Third Branch of this Sub-diviſion, they again com- 
8 of the Repreſentatien's being clogg'd with ſomething that 


Aarkens the Matter, becauſe he adds, AU which, I doubt not, 
the Presbytery underſtands with me, of the Eflential Perfecti- 


ons of the Divine Nature, that are common to the Divine Per- 
Sons, but not as including or meant of their Perſonal-properties, 


2 they are ſometimes, by eminent Friends of the Truth. Anſwer. 


The Profeſſor owns, that he underſtands theſe Terms in his 
Repreſentation, when applied to the Son, of the Eſſential Per- 


fettions of the Divine Nature, Cc. and not of their Per ſonal- 


properties. Tho' he might he miſtalen, as to his undeubted 


Pes ſwaſion, that the Presbytery were agreed with bim therein, 
which he is ſorry for : Yet he cannot help thinking, they do not 


much differ from him, when they ſay, They do not allow the 
Per ſonal-property of the Father ſhould be aſcribed to the Son: But 
they ſay, They have cpenly, aud upon all Occaſions, in going up- 


on the Profeſſor's firſt Letter, declared their Diſſatisſaction with 


aſing theſe Terms in a Senſe including the Father's Perſonal-pro- 
Ferry ; which the Prifeſſor thinks they have very good Right 


to do: Only he thinks, however diſſatisfied they may be with 


the Authors that uſe theſe Terms ſo, * they have no Reaſon 


to be angry with him, who never uſe 


them in that Senſe, un- 


leſs they think it a Crime, that he told the Students, Ibat 
Some Authors, both ancient and modern, who were eminent 
Friends of the Truth, uſed them in that Senſe, without con- 
demning theſe celebated Authors for their Abuſe of theſe Terms, 


concerning which the Profeſſor has ſaid enough in Axſwer to 


the Remarks on his Anſmers to the Presbytery's References. 


And he is humbly of Opinion, it is a very inſufficient Rea- 


fon for their concurring in a Libel againſt him, for alledging, 


without giving any Caution, that theſe Terms may be ſo uſed 3 
that is, as he ſuppoſes, for not condemning, as Abuſers of 


theſe Terms, many of the moſt famous and zealous Deſenders 


of the Chriſtian Faith, and particularly of the Doctrine of the 
OT | Ble ſed 
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Bleſſed Trinity, whom EATS, 9 all Reſpects far above him. 
Nr of whom he has not the. Arrogance to think 


f a competent judge. From which, he hopes, the Ve- 


nerable Aflembly will perceive how irrelevant and ill ground- 


ed theſe Articles of their Libel are that are taken from theſe. 
Papers. All which he humbly ſubmits to the Judgment of the 


Venerable Aﬀembly, _ 


Two Letters from Mr. SIMSON to the Modera- 


tor of the conjunci Meeting f the Committee 


of eAſſembly and the Presbytery of Glaſgow, 


- 7 n ” 
rn : 
* 0 ; 


* this Day. and Principal Stirling having acquainted me 


nition againſt me; from which I think I have Reaſon to con · 
"clude that you are preparing Articles of a Libel to put into 
my Hands, according to the Form of Proceſs, which Method 
of Procedure will be very agreeable to me: Mean Time I 


cannot but expect from the Juſtice and Chriſtian Diſpoſition of 


the Reverend and Honourable Members: of the Meeting, that 


they will entertain no harſh Thoughts of me from any I hing 


laid before them in the ſaid Precognitian, or otherwiſe, of 


Whatever Nature it may be, until the Libel be put in my 


Hand, and I have Acceis in due Time to be heard upon it: 


When I hope, thro' Divine Aſſiſtance, to give ſo plain and full 


an Aceount of my Soundneſs in the Faith upon that important 
Article of the Holy Trinity, as ſhall be ſatisfying to you and. 
the Church of Scotland; which I always declared my ſelf wil- 


ling to do, and would have done long ſince, had ſuch an Op- 


138 been given me. That the great Maſter of Aſſem- 


lies may guide you by his Holy and Unerring Spit it to take 
ſuch Meaſures, as may tend moſt to his Glory and the goed 
of this Church, is the earneſt Prayer of, by ine: oy 4 re 


NR, Reverend Sir, 
Glasgow, March DE Ns ge 

16. 1727. 1 

5 | Tours, 


Being unable thro? bodily Ind iſpoſition to wait upon yon 


fkhat the Reverend Meeting were going upon the Precog- 


Joux SIMSON« 
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that the Meeting having gn i "that What the TR l 
Aid on the Five firſt” elles Ire ng | By the. Pi Werde 
doch vot remove ke Gfenri dr Sulptcton, Reſdlyed chat at 


next Meeting theſe Queries be put to bim, and Re Trequit 4. 
to 8 A CHE xpreſs and plain Anſtver to them, and ap: 
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this Day. -T am very 
ſorry that it pleaſed God to lay me under ſuch lIhaiſÞoſitia 3 
of Body Ye Velber dag, by: Which 1 a3 üer diſabled from st- 


trbding 1 e Meeting, When vou had my Anſwers 
es 


ter y's serbnces under your Conkiteration; 


8 deprived we BASH? bo khow What „ the ee 
Suſpicion 1, had not removed, fo ? Which, ik preſents. I Atti 
hopeful I could have given ſuch à Plain Account of my Sound 
nels in the Faith on that important Doctrinè of the ever, Bleſ- 
fed Trinity, as night jon 
eam id and 1688 Tatighied With 
Krine of our Bene, to Which, 28 1 . 
often former ly we 1 ſtedfan Atherence : But 


it pleaſing ou racious God o eontinile His Hand 1 * 


ny by Vue F am Kehdered Ufable either to. 

Keen ene, were k. ih 5p, Bu det, Elko e d 
tinued Ind if 0 
__ with the: DiMeulty 1 Am üble tö dite this, "ot ar 
read over again 5 and 1 Will not be anfweräble för every Wot 

in it, by Reafon of Welch it is not in my Power at preſeht 
sive tlie Reuefend Meeting the much wiſh'd for Satisfaction 
Sither by Word e Aud, T am hopeful, that, poi e 
Coniteration 4t will mot be fund altog ether ſo 
urge the immechkare Answers to theſe Mteries ot the' Presby - 

rery; ſeeing the Reverend Meeting have rhought At t6/fralne” 7; 
Libel again me frem what bas been laid before them froth the 
e Which being uncbnttqvertedly the r e 

f procedting in ſueh Cafes, and being altogether 
SutjeR, and What mig t have afforded. Chia there Net any 
juſt Orvund fot it ythe Oecaſion of the Jaw blamoſu, on hie 
vou bave hithertö proceeded! The anfwering of that Libel 


will alſo give me full Opp ortunity of anſwering all juſt Grounds 


3 tel” you in my Letter of Sveſkerd zy 

refore do hope and expect that the Reverend Medting * 

accept of this wy hneceſſaty Excuſe at this Timez ànd pot im- 

Tg. my not giving further | qe to your Reverend Meet- 
to any Thing but Neceſfity ; and I hope it ſhall be pb Pre- 

zudice ts the Intereſt of Religion, that what thay be thoiight 

— neceſſary to be done 1 this Affair, be delayed e 
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57 come to be judged upon in a regular Way. That our 
aCtous God may guide you and this Church in this impox- 
tant Aﬀair, is the carneſt Prayer of, nes 6-4 


Glaſgow, Match i). RK. S. 


1727. : | Rh Tours, 4 GS . 
. Jon x Stxg0N! 


* . = 
Sr 


ACT of Aſſembly. 


ACT anent the Method © 


V paſſing Adis of A. 


| ſembly, of general Concern to the Church, and 


for preventing of Innovations. 


| Edinburgh, | January 8. |; 1697. 


the Overture and A 
cerning Innovations, and Having heard the Report of 


the ſeveral Commiſſioners from Presbytet ies, to whom the Con- 
fideration of the ſame was recommended, in order to its be- 
ing more ripely Adviſed and Determined in this Aſſembly d 


And conſidering the frequent Practice of former Aſſemblies of 
this Church, and that it will mightily conduce to the exact 
Obedience of the Acts of Aſſemblies, that General Aﬀemblies 
be very deliberate in making of the ſame, and that the whole 
Church have a previous Knowledge thereof, and their Opini- 
dn be had therein, and for preventing any ſudden Alteration, 
ar Innovation, or other Prejudice to the Church, in either 


Doctrine, or Wotſhip, or Diſcipline, or Government thereof, 
now happily eſtabliſhed ; Do therefore Appoint, Enac, and 
Declare, That before any General Aflembly of this Church 


ſhall paſs any Acts, which are to be 3 Rules and Conſti- 
tutions to the Church, the ſame Acts be fir 1 as Over- 
tures to the Aſſembly, and being by them paſt as ſuch, be re- 


mitted to the Conſideration of the ſeveral Presbyteries of this 
Church, and their Opinions and Conſent Reported by their 


Commiſſioners, to the next General Aſſembly following, who 


may then paſs the ſame in Acts, if the more General Opinion 


ot the Church, thus had, agree thereunto. 


THE General Aﬀembly, raking to their Conſideration 
„made in the laſt Aſſembly, con- 
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PLEADING on the Relevancy of the Second 
and Third eArticles of the Libel. 1 ERYR 
: Rofeſſor Simſon was upon the 12th Day of May 1727, 
E heard by himſelf and Council, being directed by the 
1 Afﬀembly to begin with the Second and Third Articles 
of the Libel : Upon which Occaſion the Pleadings of his Lawi- 
ers, ſo far as concerns the Releyancy of theſe Articles were in 
Subſtance, and to the Purpoſe, as follows. 7 2] 
That they appear'd with ſome Concern on that Occaſion, as 
Lawiers in a So. that might 1. N 0 Foreign to their Profeſ- 
ſion. the Trial of a Profeſſor of Divinity for Error, in his Opi- 


nions or Doctrine; and that with Relation to the moſt ſublime 


Myſteries of Religion, and to the moſt nice and accurate Ways 
of ſpeaking, concerning thoſe Myſteries. e 
hat yet the Cireumſtances of the Profeſſor's Health, and 
likewiſe the Nature of the Trial, in which many Things, that 
Were properly Matters of Law might occur, had determined 
them to give the Profeſſor what Aſſiſtance they were able, for 
F eee in the managing of his juſt Defence; 
hoping that if, whilſt they ſpoke, in the free Way of Pleading, 
of a Subject they were ſo little uſed to diſcourſe about, any 
wrong Expreſſion ſhould eſcape them, the Aſſembly would have 
the Goedneſs, to pardon them, and allow the Profeſſor himſelf 
do mend it. ne | 3 
That they were not to doubt of the Venerable Aſſembly's be- 
ing in a right Diſpoſition to judge of ſo important a Cauſe, 
joyning with a laudable Zeal for Truth, a ſtrict Regard to 
uſtice and Innocence, and anObſervance of thoſe judicial Methods 
of Procedure, which by all Laws Civil and Eccleſiaſtick were 
indiſpenſibly requiſite in a fair legal Trial. 1 
That according to theſe Rules, ſomething was to be obſerv- 
ed in general for the Defendant, before proceeding to open 
what Fe 565 to ſay upon the Relevancy of the particular Arti- 
cles, to which he had been directed to plead. _ = 
That Firſt, As to the Relevancy of this Libel, it was to be 
obſery'd, That Juſtice does not permit that any Word or Acti- 
on ſhould be charg'd upon a Man as a Crime, unleſs it be the 
Tranſgreſſion of ſome Law, and of a Law that is expreſs, cer- 
tain and written, ſuch as the Party accus'd could know exa&- 
| 5 y, and ſo ſtand obliged to obſerye it as the Rule of his Con- 
uct. | * wo 
That arcordingly, there are three Laws upon which this 
Libel procceds, recited in the Major Propoſition of it, ow 
| Firſt, 


00 

Firft, The Rule of Faith, 9 in the Seriptures; and 
the Eſtabliſn' d Summaries of the Doctrine of this Church found- 
ed thereupon. Secondly, The 12th Act of Aﬀembly, 1710. 
And, Thirdly, The goth Act 1717. Againſt the Firſt of which 

ws a Man might fin by maintaining any Hereſy or Error con- 
trary thereto : And againſt the other two, by diſobeying the 
Precepts in them exprefly contain d: But there was ſomething 
_ Charg'd againſt the Profeſſor, when the Libel proceeds to ſub- 
Tume and {et forth the Crimes of which he is alledged to be guil- 
Ty as Contrary to the foreſaid Laws, which is neither contrary 
to any of them, nor to any other Law in Being, that could be 
the Foundation of a Libel. viz. So far as he is charg'd with 
Undermining the Truth, and teaching Things, that fend to 
Make and overturn the Belief thereof, or to * 4 needleſs and 
l grounded Doubts and Scruples, in the Minds of Men, and 
to render them dark and uncertain as to what they ought to be- 
lieve concerning the ſame : Which Things, tho' when knowing- 
ly and wilfully done, they are doubtleſs faulty and criminal; 
yet the charging them thus in. a Libel appears to be. wregular 
and captious ; for that it is a Queſtion perte&ly Arbitrary in a 


Is Judge, whether a Man's Words ſhall be held to have been ſpok:n 


with ſuch an Intention or not, ſince a Man may often inno- 
cently without Deſign, in diſcuſſing the Controverſies with 
Adyerſaries, and on a Thouſand Occaſions may have uttered 
Things, which, tho' noways erroneous, might be conſtrued 
Undermining, tending to ſhake Mens Belief, or to injett Scruples, 
Cc. when in Reality he himſelf had never any ſuch Intent ion: 
Whereby the moſt innocent might be overtaken and found 
guilty. through the Miſtake or Error of his Judges. The Mat- 
ters laid in theſe Words of the Libel are truly Queſtions. 2zag7s 
animi quam fat, ſuch as no Mortal can judge ot with Certain- 
ty : And a Man may have an Appearance of being guilty in 
theſe Points, as well through Defect of Skill and Prudence, as of 
Deſign: And {ſurely the Laws of Prudence are ſo various and 
undetermined, that no Man can be juſtly tried by an Indite- 
ment for the Breach of them. ES 1 1 
2do, It is to be obſerved, That tho* the Libel he founded 
upon the Doctrine of the Scriptures, and of this Church con- 


tiain'd in our Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, concerning the 


Trinity; yet in the Subſumption there is nothing alledged to 
have been ſpoke or taught by the rofeſſor, which in direct 
3 is contrary to any Article of our {aid Cenfeſſion and Ca- 
chi ſims. 5 ry | . 

| 1. The Libel, in ſo far as it is founded upon the Emiſſion 
of Words in the Courſe of no leſs Time than two Years and a 
Half, without condeſcending upon any particular Time or Oc- 
caſion, is moſt unformal and uncertain. 


1 l 


C 464 ) 

But to come to the particular Articles to be preſent] y {poke 
to, the Firſt begi:s thus, — And Further in teaching Jour 
Schollars you have ſaid, that the Independency and Neceſſary- 
exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt were Things we knew not. 

This being laid in general, without condeſeending upon the Oc- 
caſion upon which it was ſaid, and without mentioning the 
Words that went before or followed this Expreſſion, is trrele- 
* vant For as it ſtands, it cannot pofſibly be known whether this 

Expreſſion was us'd in ſuch a Manner as to imply any Thing 
Erroreous; or whether it was truly the Profeffor's own Opini- 

on, or if he was telling only the Opinion of others. If what 
went before and followed that Expreſſion had been mentioned 


in the Libel, it might * appear that theſe Words alledged 
or; Theſe are Things we know net; might 


uttered by the Profe 
relate not ſo much to the Neceſſary-exiſtence and -Independeney 
of Chriſt, as to certain ſubtile and fallacious Arguings which the 
Students or others might have us'd concerning theſe Sacred 
and Myſterious Subjects: And if that had been the Caſe (as for 


ought that is laid in the Libel may have been) it is plain there, 


could be nothing of Relevancy in it. Ps 
At is evident to any Perſon, - that if we ſhall take a Scrape 
of a Man's Diſcourſe by it ſelf, and Libel him upon it, with- 


out Regard to the Connection of his Diſcourſe, and what pro- 


ceeds and follows; it will be eaſy to find any Man guilty 
of Error or Blaſphemy when he is making the moſt found and 


Orthodox Diſcourſe; eſpecially if one ſhall be libelled upon 
| ſuch Serapes of Words emitted above Fifteen or Eighteen 
Months before he is accuſed, when it is, by the Nature of 


the Thing, impoſſible to recolle& or make appear the whole 
Tenor and Series of the Diſcourle. And therefore this Part of 


the Article is abſolutely irrelevant. 


The Libel goes on, That theſe Terms ( viz, Independency 


and Neceſſary-exiftence) were impertinent, and not to b2- uſed: 
in talking of the Trinity. It would be abſurd to underſtand - 


theſe Words, Talking of the Trinity, of the Relation betwixt. 


any one Perſon of the Trinity and Creatures; for that in no 
proper Senſe could he called, Talking of the Trinity, and would 


imply an Aﬀertion that they were impertirent in ſpeaking of 


the Relation betwixt God the Father and Creatures, which it 
would be abſurd to ſuppoſe that even an Arian would affirm; 


and therefore the Meaning of the Article can only be this, 
That the Profeffor ſhould have ſaid theſe Terms were imper- 


tinent or not pertinent to expreſs the perſonal Relations of the 


Trinity by: But this is noways relevant; for, In, It is e- 
vident that theſe are not the Seripture- Terms, by which the 
perſonal Relations of the Trinity are expreſſed: And in a 


Matter of pure Revelation it is certain, that no Words are ſo 


fit to be uſed as the Words that the Holy Ghoſt has EE 
| EY ST | it 
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ft go pitch upon. 240, The 13801 Independent and Depen- 
tent, being only uſed to expreſs the Relation betwixt God 
and Creatures, is thereby rendred unfit to be uſed in expreſ- 
ſing the perfonal Relations betwixt the Father and the Son, 


which our Confeſſion expreſſes thus, That the Father is of 


- None, neither begotten, &c. and the Son is begotten 5 and to 
ſubititute in place of theſe Expreſſions the other Terms, vr. 


To fay that the Father is Independent, and the Son is Dok | 
AJ- 


- dent, for begotten, ſeems ſhocking, and is apt to lead into 
ſtakes: And therefore the ſaying that theſe Terms were zm. 


pertinent, and not to be uſed with reſpe& to the Trinity, in 


reſpect of their perſonal Relations, is fo far from being wrong, 


that it is ſound Doctrine: And the ſame is true of the Term 
Neceſſary- exiſtence, when taken (as it is by ſome) for Being 


ef None, or for unbegotten. 5 
It follows in the Libel, and that they were Philoſophical N. 
ceties and ambiguous Terms of Art. This is | likewiſe irrele- 
vant, ſeeing what went before and followed is not mention- 
ed: For that might be juſtly ſaid of the ſubtile Reaſonings, 
That the Students might have uſed when diſcourſing of this 


ſacred Myſtery,” or it might have been ſaid of the Arguments 


uſed by Adverſaries of the Truth: And it is evident, that 
if theſe Terms of Art were uſed in talking of the Trinity. they 
could not be taken in the common Accep:ation, and ſo would 
be rendered ambiguous, and apt to miſleae. N 


It follows in the Libel, When your Students argued, that if . 


the Son was uct Independent, he was not Neceſſarily-exiſtent, 
and ſo might not have been, and the Father might poſſibly have 
been without him. Tou anſwered, How do you know, or how 


do we know that. This Article is not relevant, for the Words 


alledged Jaid by the Profeflor, How do you know that, can 


then a denying of the Conſequences of the Students arguin 
which is ſo far from being Criminal, that it ſerves to ex-u 


import no more in a Diſpute (as this is aid to have been} 
2 


pate the Profeſſor from the Imputation ot denying the Neceſſa- 


ry=exiſtence of Chriſt : For the Students Argument ſeems: to 
be thus, If the Son be not abſolutely Independent of the Fa- 


ther, that is unbegotten, then he cannot be Neceſſarily-exiſtent ; 
I be Profeſſor anſwers, Hoiw do you know that, that is, how 


make you out that Conſequence, as if he had ſaid, I deny the 
Conſequence, for it is very conſiſtent, that the Son may be 


Neceſſarily-exiſtent, and yet may be Dependent, if by that 


Term you mean begotten of the Father, ſo that this is ſo far 

from implying a Denial of Chriſt's Nereſſary-exiſtence, that it 

is an aſſerting it in the ſtrongeſt Manner; and therefore this 

Article, as it is laid, is not relevant. | 

As to the next Article in the Libel, And yet further in teach- 

eng your Students the Chap, de Creation? &c. it is like wiſe de- 
ES | fective, 


* 


. 
2 . 


Pa — — - þ 
. 


3 


P 


l 
| 
| 
? 
| 
| 
: 
4 
4 


— 


ſ 


166 


ſoRive, ſeeing it does not mention the whole Words alledged 


to have been uſed by the Profeſſor: For without a; Khow- 
ledge of the whole, in its full Order and Connection, we can 
nion, or the Opinion of others. oy OOTY 2 

But farther it is to be noticed, That tis not here charged 
againſt the Profeſſor, that he expreſly denied the Neceſſary- exi- 
ſve of Chriſt, but that is endeavoured to. be inferred from 
his. Article of the Libel ; and yet, ſuppoſing what's libelled 
to. have been true, this Article, taking it as it lies, does net 


neceſfarily infer a Denial of the Neceſſary-exiſtence of Chriſt, 


taking it as an Eflential Perfection of the Deity in the ordi- 
nary Meaning of the Word, vir. That it is impoſſible for him 
not to be. For if the Profeſſor had ſaid, that the Argument 
againſt the Eternity of the World, viz. That if Eternal, it 
muſt be Neceſſarily- exiſtent, was not good, becaule Chriſtus eff 
eternus, ſed non ens 3 there the Meaning of non eft 


ens neceſſarium, may and certainly can be no other than that 
be is not unoriginate or unbegotten. For the Ariſtotelians al- 


Jow, that the World was created, at the ſame Time that they 


lay it was Eternal; and Markius denies the Conſiſtency af 
theſe two, ſaying that the World cannot be Eternal, unleſs it 
be Neceſſarily- exiſtent: Meaning thereby unoriginated. Which 


Argument of Mark's, if the Profeſſor objected againſt, from 
the Example of Chriſt who is Eternal, and yet not unoriginat- 
W whether he argued well or ill, *tis plain that it is not a 
Denial of his Eſſential Neceſſary-exiſtence, meaning thereby 
that it was impoſſible for him not to have been; and conſe- 
quently this Article of the Libel is not relevant to infr 
that for which it is adduced, vzz. That the Profeſſor denied 
the Neceſſary-exiſtence of Chriſt, as it is an Eſſential Perfe- 
ction of the Deity, which belongs equally to all the Three Di- 
vine Perſons of the Tranity, | 5 15 
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A PAPER containing Reaſons againſt the Re- 


| lewancy of the ſecond and third Articles of 


the Libel, given in judicially by Profeſſor 
_ SimsSoON f the Aſſembly, May 15. 1727. 


"THE firſt Propoſition in Article 2d, That the Indepen- 
deny and Neceſſary-exiſtence of our Lord Jeſus 
Chrift, were Things we knew not, is not relevant. 


+: Is Be- 


never know whether the Profeſſor yented it as his own Opi- 


1. Becauſe thefe Terms are neither uſed in Seriptare nor Th 


dur Confeſſion of Faith: And therefore a Miniſter's ſaying, He 
knows not theſe Terms, or what Do&rines mentioned in Scrip- 
ture or our- Confeſſion of Faith, are ſignified by theſe Terms, is 
the 4 ago. of no ſtanding Rule of this Church, ſuppoſing 


the Profeſſor had ſaid what is libelled, which is not granted. 
2. The Aſſembly's judging this Propoſition relevant to in- 


fer Cenſure, would make the Uſe of theſe Words a Neceſſary 
Term of Miniſterial Communion, and thereby eſtabliſh a new 


Article of Faith, or at leaſt make theſe Terms neceſſary for ex- 


_ prefling ſome *riicle of Faith, which would evidently alter 
our Rule of Uniformity. | Tu 


3. 1 the 3 ſhould do ſo, yet it could not 


juſtly have a Ketroſpect, or be found relevant againſt the Pro- 
feſſor; beeauſe the Uſe of theſe Terms, in expreſſing any Ar- 
ticle of Faith, were none of the Terms of Communion, which 
he either did or was obliged to engage to at his Admiſſion. 

4. This Way of bringing in new Articles of Faith, 'or new 


Ways of expreſſing the old ones, by a judicial Act of ſuſtain. 
ing a Releyancy, is contrary to the eſtabliſh'd Rule of this 
Church, in the Overture and Act anent Novations, Act 11. 
1695, and Ad 9g. 1697, which are craved to be read, and AF 
12. 1710, which forbids the Uſe of new Expreſſions, as cited 
in the Preamble of the Libel: Whence the Profeſſor concludes, 


that this Propoſition, as laid in the Libel, cannot be releyant. 
(See Page 161 and 44. 1 : — EY; 
For which Reaſons, alſo the ſecond Propoſition, that theſe 
Terms were impertinent, and not to be uſed in talking of the 


Trinity, cannot be relevant, it being exactly agreeable to the 


ſaid Act 1710. 

And for the ſame Reaſons, the third Propoſition, vi. That 
they were Philoſophical Niceties we knw nothing about, and are 
ambiguous Terms of Art, is not releyant, it being maniteſt 
that they are uſed in different Senſes, and therefore ambiga- 
ous, as is acknowledged in the Remarks on the Profeſſor's An- 
ſwers to the Presbytery's References, where Neceſſary=exiſtence 


is taken for a Hypothetical Neceſſity of Exiſtence competent to 


Creatures. 


It is therefore a Breach of no ſtanding Rule, to call ſome 


Uſe of theſe Terms Philoſophical Niceties, or to ſay we know 
not what particular Truths relating to that important Doctrine 
of the Trintty are fignified by them ; they being neither uſed 
in Scripture nor our Confeſſion, to expreſs any Part of that 
Doctrine, and being uſed by Authors in a Meaning that can't 
agree to it, 5 
And as to the laſt Part of this Article, the Anſwer to that 
Objection, If the Son was net independert, he was not Ne- 
ceſlarily-exiſtent, Ge. How do yen or we know that ? This 
| | | Cans 


— tt Swe 


— — 4 — - boo end 
Poon nt bg i a Te Dn an, ˙˙² ' 8 
A — edits outer et er I nee 0: A IR hs and ras r 


(6. 6: 3 3 4 
ot be relevant, becauſe it afferts nothing, and the plain 
mport of it in a Diſpute, is to put the Obje&or to — 
rene 
For the ſame Reaſons mentioned in the firſt Propoſition of 
the ſecond Article, It is pleaded that the third Article, Chri- 
tus. non eſt ens ie is not relevant, as here laid, tho 
it were true the Profeſſor had ſaid it, which he is confident 
he did not, it being contrary to his Opinion, and impertinent 
to the Purpoſe he was upon, as laid in the Libel. 
Wberefore, alths* the Profeſſor in a Compliance with his 
Brethren's Deſire, and that he might remove their Jealouſies 
and Sufpicions about his Soundneſs on this important Point of 
Doctrine, ſhewed in what Senſe theſe Terms might be ſafely 
uſed, and did expreſs the Truth, when applied to the Perſons 
of the Trinity, which he hopes. will ſatisfy all that have not a 
Mind to cavil. Vet it is a quite other Uſe, when the Queſti 
on is about the finding of an Article of a Libel relevant to in- 
ter a Cenſure with Reipe& to theſe Terms: And therefore, tho? 
he adheres to his former Declarations of the Eſſential Indepen- 
dency. and Neceſſary-exiſtence of the Son of God, yet he pleads 
that theſe Articles as laid in the Libel, cannot, for the Reaſons 
alledged, be found relevant againſt him, according to the Rules 
and Conſtitutions of this Church, _. M REGS! 
And that the Doctrine of the Tr:nity is ſufficiently guarded 
againſt the Errors, for oppoling which the Terms in the Libel 
are by ſome thought needful, by the Expreſſions uſed in our 
Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, is plain from this, that none 
of the Maintainers of theſe Errors will ſign our Confeſſion - of 


| Faith, | "=p 
7 
PLEADING apon the Relevancy of the Ex- 


culpation. 


HE Aſſembly having found a Relevaney in the Second 
and Third Articles of the Libel, after reſolving it into 
Four Propoſitions which they judged to be contained therein, 
they proceeded. May 15th to conſider the Profeſſor's Excul - 
pation, or Defences, and called upon him and his Council to 
int out and ſum up the ſame, upon which Occaſion | the 
Pleadings were to the following Purpoſe. bi. f 
That the Profeſſor's Defences were very diſtin@ly-ſtated to 
the Presbytery of Glaſgow in dae and were contained in 
Pages 71, 72, 73, 74 of the printed Caſe, viz. — That 
« in Regard the Libel is founded, in a great Meaſure, * 


* 
W . 14 


dS. rat Amt Cohn 451 1 189 n r 

& che Emiſion of Words alledge . been uttered at a great 
6 Niſtance of Time, without condeſcending. upon the parti» 
te cular Oeęaſion, Subject or full 8 of the Diſcourſo 
ic upon which the were ſo emitted; and that the particular 


a 


e Expreſſions, and the Conne tion of them may eafily have eſcap - 


« ed the Memory of the Witneſſes : That therefore he may 


c be allowed a Conjun& Proof or a preferable Proof, for Ex» 


ec cülpation, upon every Allegation contain'd in the Libel 
« Which relates to his Expreffions uttered in teaching or ſpeak- 


5 1085 1 the Whole Strain aad Import of ſuch. Ex- 


4 preſfions may fully appear, which is the only Rule by which 
<« the, Defendant's Sentiments can be-. meaſured or judged; 
ce And when that is allowed him, he offers to prove that any 


de Expreſhons contain d in the Libel that were deliberately ut- 


de tered by bim, Which, ſeparately taken, might appear unſafe 
ce or impertinent, will, .when the whole Strain of his Diſcourſe 
& at the Time is confidered, appear ſafe, blameleſs, and a+ 


de greeable to the Holy Seriptures, our Confeſſion of Faith and 


te Catechiſms.” . 


That the Firſt of theſe Defences was inoſt Relevant to elide 


the Whole Libel, and eyery Article of it, and ſach as the De- 
fendints believe would in no Court upon Earth (excepting one 
Foreign Tribunal) be refuſed to be admitted. That this De · 
fence was laid as particularly and diſtincly as was poſſible, or 
was requiſite to make it Relevant: For it coul not be expected 


that the Profeſlor ſhould- in his Defences, ſet forth the Whole 
0 5 Particulars of his Diſcoùrſe, at the ſeveral Times when 
he is ſaid 2 


ave uttered the Expreffions libelled, when he is 
10us to himſelf, nor remembers. that he ever uttered 


not c 


any ſich Expreſſions > And when the Libel it ſelf does not lay 


oe fevers! Expreſſions ſpedially, as to the Circumſtances or 
Time of uttering them, but ſays in general, that at Some time 


or Occaſion, within the Space of two Years and a Half, ſuch 


Words or Phraſes had been uſed by him. 


OY 


. . Thi neither could this be repelled as being contrary to the 


uttering the Words therein libelled. And yet theſe alſo might 
very poſſibly be explained by what precceded or followed in 
the Lecture, ſo as would ſhow the Profeflor could not mean or 
intend to vent the Error, when he uttered theſe Words, which 


at Br View they ſeem to import, and that the Rille it ſelf of 
pelling Defences that are contrary. to the Libel, deſerves not 


re 

to be regarded in a Caſe of this Kind. For that even in cri- 
minal Trials for plain ouvert Facts, Lawiers themſelves are not 
agreed about it. And an eminent Lawier ſays, © That it 
ſeems not to be allowable, becauſe all Defences of Exculpa - 


« tion Might be thereby precluded, the Purſuer, of Deſign, | 


« 10 


Lide, becauſe it has not even theAppearance of chat, — N 
as to the Third Article, which ſpecially ſets forth the Occaſion of 
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ee ſo laying his Libel, as to make N to the only Ex- 
n 


te culpatlon he apprebended. And that eyen the Defences; of 
ce ibi, which is good againſt every Crime, or of Selt-defence, 
c gr - caſual Homicide, which are relevant againſt an Indite- 
c ment for Murder, are contrary to the Libels, which always 
cc bear the Perſon agcus'd' to have committed the Crime at a 
cc certain Place libelled, and to have committed the Murder 
ac vith Premeditation and Fore- thought Fellony. Yet to re- 
cc yell theſe Defences would be abſurd,” OT DTD” 
Theſe and many other Reaſons for the Limitation of that 
Rule'of eng Defences contray to the Libel, ſhow that it 
cannot be regarded in this Caſe of an Eccleſiaſtical Trial for 
erroneous Opinions, vented in ſpeaking, and where the De- 
fence offered is n-t truly contrary to the Libel; for it is not 
that the Profeſſor did not utter ſuch Words as are libelled, but 
that the other IVords ſpoke by him at the ſame Time would ex- 
plain the Words libelled, if they ſhall be proven, ſo as to ſhow, 
| Fa ide cegt of intending any Error by them. 5 
That yet this Defence ſo relevant, againſt the whole Lihel, 
and whereof the Profeſſor craved to be allowed a Proof, the 
Presbytery had refuſed to admit as relevant, or to allow him 
any Proof of it : And yet it ſeem'd to be impoſſible that. he 
mould be condemned for Error, tho' every Article in the 
Libel were relevant and proven, whilſt ſuch a Defence as this 
ſtood propoſed for him, and no Proof allowed him of it. K 
hat it did Fowiſe appear, that this Defence had been 
. waved or paſſed from by the Profeſſor, and that the Presby- 
tery of Glaſgow were at leaſt greatly miſtaken, in ſup- 
poling that he had, as is evident from their own Minutes, 
which gives this Account of the Matter. That upon the 19th 
of April, when the Presbytery were about to proceed to con- 
nder the Profeſſor's Exculpation above-mentioned, as laid in 
his Anſwers, they called him in, and asked, if he had any 
Thing more ſpecial to offer on his Exculpation; He eure 
He had ſomething to ADD, which he promiſed to do in Writ- 
Ing againſt the Afternoon, and the Pres bytery allowed him tg 
do ſo. That accordingly in the Afternoon, the Profeſſor gave 
in a Paper, Intituled, Particular Grounds of Exculpation, &. 
and then withdrew. It is here added in the Minute (and in- 
fſted not in any other Exculpation) which are the Words, not 
of the Profeſſor, but of the Presbytery or their Clerk; and 
can with Truth bear no other Meaning than this, That 
when that Paper was preſented in the Afternoon by the Pro- 
feſſor, he did not expreſly repete or declare, that by offering 
that, he did not withdraw or paſs from the other Points o 
Exeulpation, contained in his Anſwers to the Libel. And the 
Queſtion is, Whether that Omiſſion of his could reaſonably 
be conſtrued hy the Presbytery to be a paſſing from — 
# (+ <: wv .- +00 gn | . A N 1 e- 
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Defence, other than ci N Paper contained? Aud 
10 ſeems evident that it could not be fo conſtrued, but that 
on the contrary nothing Teſs could amount to that, than an ex- 

1 Declaration, by Word or in Writing of the 

Profeſſor himſelf, that he withdrew ſuch Part of his Defences. 
Por the Thing is highly improbable in itſelf, and therefore 

never to he preſumed. And if any juſt Ground had been given 

of imagining ſuch a Thing, it would have been natural for any 
equitable Court, and eſpecially a Court conſiſting of Miniſters 
of the Goſpel of jeſus Chriſt, in the Trial of one of their own 

Brethren, and one not inconſiderable for Station or Worth, to 

have asked the Defendant, in order to remove any Doubttul- 


meſs and th prevent Miſtakes, that he might plainly declare, 


if or not he intended to pals from any of his Defences. But 
indeed in this Caſe he gave no Cauſe, even to ſuſpect ſo much, 
the Omiſſion above-mentioned being an Omiſſion of a Thing 


wholly ſuperfluous: For the Profeſſor could not ſuppoſe it was 


Toe to miſunderſtand him in the Manner that the Presbytery 
-had told the Aſſembly they did. For, as their own Minutes 
bear in the Forenoon, they having very fairly given him an 
Opportunity, if he thought fit, to offer any Thing further 
and more ſpecial for his Defence than he had done; he ſaid 
| he had ſomething: to add and was allowed ſo to do; and ac- 


cordingly in the Afternoon gives in a Paper, without: ſaying. 


any T hing that is recorded in the Minute, and without ſaying 
or imagining any Thing in Reality; that he was then with- 
drawing an effential Part of his principal Defences. That 
Paper was the Addition which in the Forenoon he had promiſed 
to make, and had been allowed te do, of ſomething more ſpe- 
cial: And indeed it conſiſts only of a Diviſion of the ſecond 


general Defence, which ke had formerly offered of the habitual 


Orthodoxy of his Lectures, into three different Branches or 
Particulars, in order to comply with the Presbytery's Que- 
ſtion or Direction to him in the Forenoon, to make his Excul- 
pation ſomewhat more ſpecial. The other, which is the firſt 
total Defence againſt the Libel, he could not, for the Reaſons 
before mentioned, render more ſpecial than he had done at 
firſt. Becauſe it was unneceſſary, being moſt diſtinctly pro- 
Poled, and he not remembring that he uſed the Words or 

hraſes libelled, in ſo general a Manner as to Time or Oc- 
eaſion, could not poſſibly ſay any ire org ſpecial about 
the Diſcourſe made by him when he uttered them; He had ſaid 
all in that Defence, which it was needful or poſſible for a Man 


to ſay againſt ſuch a Libel, who was conſcious to himſelf of his 


being Orthodox in his Opinions, and of a conſtant Intention 

and Deſign tobe ſg in his Lectures 
That the Injury done to the Profeſſor by the Presbytery in 

ever -ruling this Defence, . not made up to him, by their 


Aatter- 
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afterwards permitting 5 to put Queſtions. to the Witneſles, 
which they made uſe of for proying the Lihel againſt Him. 
For tho a Defendant ſhall not be able to proye his Exculpa- 
tion by the Purſuer's Witneſſes, it cannot be inferred by any 
Judge, that therefore he could not have proyen it, had he been 
N to bring Witneſſes of his own, ſuch as he knew or 
elieved were be ed w | 
were in Reality many of his Students that were not examined 


by the Presbytery, whom he would have cited, had he been 


allowed at all to bring any Proof, tho' he did not offer any 
Lift of them to the Presbytery, ſecing that appeared to pare 


very unprofitable and incongruous, when they had in general 


refuſed to ſuſtain his Exculpation, or allow him» to bring a 
Proof of it. That therefore it was expected the General Aſ- 


ſembly would redreſs the Wrong that had hecn done by the 
Presbytery of Glaſgow, by over-ruling ſo juſt a Defence, + at 


leaſt ſo far as not to proceed to find the Profeſſor guilty of 


Error,' without firſt allowing him a Proof of that Defence: 
For that the Profeſſor, thro' Regard to the General Aſſembly, 


and to avoid all Suſpicion of his intending to evade or diſ- 5 
7 5 855 à fair Trial, did not inſiſt that the Aſſembly ſhould 


then ſtop all Procedure in the Caulſe, till he ſnould have Op- 
portunity to bring the Proof that had been refuſed him: But 
Was willing that the Aſſembly ſhould proceed 'to judge of 


the Trial upon his other Defences, which he believed were 


ſufficient ' for his Exculpation, without ' that firſt : But with 
| Reſeryation' always of that firſt Defence, in caſe the others 


mould be found not relevant, or not proven. © 
That the ſecond General Defence againſt the whole Libel, 


either as that Defence is laid in the Profeſſor's Anfwers to the 


Libel, or as branched out in his additional Paper, was like- 
wiſe relevant by itſelf; to free him'altogether from the Charge 
of Error. For when a Profeſſor appears to have habitually 
taught, aſſerted and maintained in his School, the whole Or- 
thodox Doctrine concerning the Trinity, and particularly thoſe 
very Articles which he is accuſed of having denied, and to 
have refuted thoſe very Errors which he is charged with hays 
Ing affected or fayoured ; it is not ſurely an Expreſſion or two, 
once or very ſeldom falling from him, that can be thought an 
Evidence of his being an Heretick, but theſe are rather to be 
aſcribed to the Natural Inadvertancy, which every Man is 


ſubje& to, or to the particular Weakneſs or Infirmity of Health, 


which'the Profeſſor at'the Time laboured under; rather than 
to Lt 6706 theſe few Expreſſions proceeded from a ſettled He · 
retical Opinion in the Mina of the Teacher, 'and a Deſign 
craftily to inſinuate the ſame into his Scholars: Wien to 
ee TY RT 2s 2 $66 EEE: . 1 up- 
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4 Nota, This Qualification mas added the next Day. | 
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it acquainted with the Matter. And there 
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ſupgoſe, when the Matter of 1015 Defence is at the ſame Time 


conſidered, ſeems to be contrary to all human Probability, as 


well as to legal Evidence or Chriſtian Charity. 
That this is true, ſuppoſing theſe few Expreſſions, at ſome 


: * 
* 


Times uttered by the Profeflor to be manifeſtly and neceffa- 
rily erroneous, admitting of no poſſible ſound Conſtruction. 


But the Argument proceeds with ſtill greater Force, when the 


Expreſſions are not of that kind, but dubious or equivocal, 
and only erroneous when uſed or taken in the worſt Senſe they 
can bear, which is the Caſe of almoſt every Article laid in 


ion, and whether the Speaker ſhall be underſtood in the worſt 
Senſe, or in the ſound Senſe, when the latter only agrees to 


K the conſtant Tenor of his Doctrine and Profeſſion. And in 
that Queſtion it is very plain, what all the Rules of Judg- 


' 


ment upon Earth muſt determine. 

bly ſhould find, that the Profeflor had taught or maintained 
Error, there was a third Point remaining, which was a rele- 
| yant Defence to exclude any Sentence condemning him as 
erroneous, vx. That he had at the Bar ſolemnly diſowned and 
diſavowed all the Errors laid to his Charge: So that if ever 
he had taught or maintained any ſuch, he now retracted them, 


That in caſe . of theſe Defences, the Aſem- | 


and therefore could not in Reaſon, nor by any Law Ciyil or 


* 


Eecleſiaſtical, be condemned for the ſame. 

hat it is agreeable to Reaſon, that a Man, whoſe Crime 
conſiſts in the Emiſſion of Words, which may be ineonſide- 
rately ſpoken, and eaſily miſtaken by the Hearers, ſhould be 


afterwards allowed, when he recollects himſelf, and ſpeaks de- 


liberately and with Coolneſs either to explain his former 
Meaning, or to declare his preſent Sentiments, ſo as to re- 
move any Malignity or Crime that might otherwiſe be found 
in the Words which he had ſpoken. And upon this Prin- 
Ciple it was, that the Greeks and Romans allowed a verbal In- 
jury to be purged or taken away by the Party accuſed his ma- 
king Oath, Nolle fe injuriam factam vel indignum eſſe adver- 
ſarium hac contumelia, Math. Tit. de injuriis, N. 16 

That further, even where it was evident and certain, That 


a Man had vented Error, yet the Laws of the Church did 


not fuifer him to be condemned for it, in caſe he ſhould re- 


tract the ſame. The Rule of the Goſpel in this Caſe is found 


in Tit. 3. 10. A Man that is an Heretick after the firſt and 


ſecond. Adjnonition reject, which plainly ſignifies and is inter- 


preted by Commentators, if he ſhall obſtinately perſiſt he is to 
be condemned, and not otherwiſe ; that the Rule of the Canon 


Law -is the ſame which is thus expreſſed in the Inſtitutes ſub- 


joined to the Corpus Canonicum, Tit. de Hereticis, Par. 3d. 


In Hereſ autem deprebenſi, 5s clerici ſint, vel religioſi, totius 
! pre AK, p * FOR 


Fas Libel: For then the Queſtion is only upon Interpreta- 
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' 


/ 

n 
beneſtcio nudati, niſi continuo pſt deprehenſionem erroris ad 
fides Catholicæ unitatem recurrere, © errorem ſuam publice ab- 
| furare, & congruam ſatisfationem exhibere conſenſerint. And 
agreeable to thele is the particular Law of this Church, con- 
cerning Eceleſiaſt ical Proceſs againſt Miniſters for Error, that 
is contained in the Form of Proceſs, Chap. 7. Par. 8. In theſe 


Words, © If the Matter laid to the Mi äiſter's Charge, be— 


cc Unfoundneſs and Heterodoxy in Doctrine — and if the 


Errors be not groſs, -— or if they be not pertinaciouſly 


„ ftuck unto, or induſtriouſly ſpread, — or that they are 
<< not ſpreading among the hon then, (z. e. in any of 
theſe Caſes which are disjunctively put by the Particle 0r) 
< Lenitives, Admonitions, Inſtructions and frequent Conferences 


cc are to be tried to reclaim without cutting off.“ And in this 


the Form of Procels is manifeſtly different and oppoſite from 
what is preſcribed in the Cafe of Immoralities found in a Mi- 
niſter. (Par. 5- of the ſame Chapter.) For then whatever be the 
Nature of his Fenitency, tho' to the Conviction of all, he is 
- inftantly to be e ab oſſicio; but tho' he were found to 
have been truly Hetrodox in his Doctrine, yet there is ſtill 
Jocus penitentiæ for a great while, and if he do not pertinaci- 
ouſly ſtick to the Hereſy, a Method is to be taken with him 
quite different from an inſtant ee and more agree- 
able to the expreſs Rule of the Goſpel, as well as to Reaſon, 

Charity and the Canon Law, and in the preſent Caſe the Pro- 
feflor has been far from pertinaciouſiy fticking to any Error, for 
he has all along diſowned the Fact of his maintaining any one 


erroneous Tenet, and has all along aſſerted and declared his 
Belief of every Truth which he is alledged te have 5 


And that if ſo much Pains is to be taken with a Miniſter, 
who has actually been in an Error, that frequent Inſtructions 
and Conferences are to be uſed to reclaim him, without cut- 
ting off: Which ſuppoſes that in theſe Conferences he might 
modeſtly propoſe his Reaſons for the Heretical Opinion he had 
vented, and even maintain the Argument till the Point ſhould 
be diſcuſſed, providing he did not pertinaciouſly ſtick to his 
Error, but hearkning with Attention and Docility to the Ar- 
guments of his Brethren, in ſupport of the Truth, from which 
he had erred for a while,ſhould fer himſelf to be convinced 
and reclaimed. With how much more Reaſon,ſhould Lenitives 
be uſed in the prefent Cafe, where the Profeflor and his Bre- 
thren are agreed, as he always declared, in their- Opinions 
on the Points of Doctrine; and the only Queſtion betwixt them 
is, Whether in Fact he ever has ſaid or uttered any Thing 
to the contrary? If a Miniſter is to be allowed to ſay (as 
all the foreſaid Rules do allow him) I wes in an Error, an 
have vented Error, but I am hom convinced of &, and do ro- 


tract 


inis Eccleſiaſtici prerogativa ſpoliandi erunt, & ommi defleio 
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frat it: How much more ſhall he be allowed to ſay, By 4 


few v iſb, or dmbiguons Words, wbich poſſibly may be proved 


to have been uttered by me, during a long Courſe of teaching, 
and under a heavy Illneſs, I never meant or intended 


Thing erroneous, but, as J always taught, do ſtill believe the. 


Orthodox Doctrine of this Church in every Article of it, 
That it is true Men may be deceitful and difſenmble with 
their Supetiors on Earth: But it is againſt all Rule, from Pre- 
poſſeſſions, or private uſpicionis and Conviction, to 1 a- 
gainſt any Man that he diſſembled, without manife 

of it; and what that is, the Scripture tells us in the Text 
before cited, viz. That if a Man relapſe into Herefy after 
being once and again admoniſhed of it, and no doubt ſeeming 
to repent at that Time, otherwiſe if pertinacious, he wou! 
deſerve to be rejected at firſt, The latter of the two Declara- 
tions Juſt mentioned is of its Nature by far the more eredible. 


And there is nothing in the Profeſſor's private perſonal Cha- 
racter, nor in the Circumſtances of the Proof to make it leſs- 


ſo: But on the contrary, he is known to be of a Temper the 
fartheſt remote from hiding or diſſembling his real Sentiments, 
and there is nothing in the Proof of his teaching the Doctrine 


of the Confeſſion of Faith concerning the Trinity, that can ad- 


mit of any Suſpicion that he did it not bona fide, and as what 
he believed himſelf, and endeayoured to make his Scholars un- 


derſtand and believe. | 


eles, is intermixe 
them. 


Aa Kelek N . PEPE POPE DEE 


QUERIES. 


once in the General Aſſembly, That the Three Perſons 


* 1 HE Reverend Mr. M*Laren having aſſerted more thar 


of the Bleſſed Trinity are as equal in their perſonal Properties, 


as in their Eſſential perfections; it is humbly and earngſtly de- 


_ fired, for the Inſtruction and Edification of all good Chriſtians 


In this Church, and for the clearing and vindicating of the 
Truth of this fundamental Article of the Chriſtian Religion, 
that he be obliged to anſwer the following Queſtions: Seeing 
this Opinion tends to render Men dark. and uncertain. as to 
what they ought to believe concerning the Father's being of None, 
neither begotten nor proceeding : and the Yon's being eternaly 
begotten of the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt his proceeding eter- 
nally from the Father and the Gower W e N 
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N. B. The eres e as adapted to the Particular Arti- 
L with the Pleading upon the Proof of 
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mor procteding , be not Three Gods ? ol l ls 


PLEADING upon the Proof of the Jetbnd 


And Third Articles as flated in Four Heads by. 


the Aſſembly. 


Exculpation, Whereof any Proof had ariſen from the Witnefſes 
brought againſt the Profeſſor, and heard him and his Council 
upon the fame. And their Pleadings upon the Subjett of the 
Proof, were in Subſtance as follows, 1 . 
That, as it was before obſerv'd upon the Relevancy, there 
was ſome - what in General upon the Rule of judging the Pro- 
bation in this Caſe; that was not impreper to be obſery'd for 


the Defendant, by Reaſon of the Apprehenſion he had that 


ſome of the Members entertain'd an Opinion as if they might; 


in a Court and Trial of this Sort, proceed upon private Con- 
viction or Belief in their own Minds, and not to be tied up; 


as the Judges in Civil Courts are, to condemn only where there 
is a ſtri&ly legal Proof, as well as a Conviction in the Judges 
Mind of the Crime. „„ 55 

That ſuch a Proof was neceſſary in the preſent Caſe, the 


Trial of a Miniſter for Error of the groſſeſt Kind, might be 


proy'd by manifold Arguments both from Reaſon! and Altlthori- 


| ty; that the Nature of the Thing required it, becauſe the 


Truth of the Accuſation was improbable and unlikely, that 2 
Miniſter of the Profeſſor's Learning and unblameable Life, 
mould fall into ſuch groſs Hexeſies; that the common Charity 
and brotherly Love of his Judges, would naturally diſpoſe them 
to be unwilling, and flow to admit the Truth of it, without an 
Evidence, that it could not be reſiſted. F 
That beſides the eommonPrineiples of all the Civil Laws in the 


World, which plead for this, that a legal Proof is requiſite in 


all Trials; The Canon Law, is particularly expreſs as to Here- 
ſy, the Subject of the preſent Trial, which in the Chapter hos 


F TJPON the Sixteenth of May, the Aﬀembly proceeded to 
the Conſideration of the Proof, both. of the Articles | 
which had then been found Relevant, and of the Grounds of 


r ee 


ſ1 


foze cited in the Pleading upon the Exculpation, is contained 
in theſe Words, Qui vero invents fuerint, ſola ſuſpicione. nota- 
 biles, ob eam quantumvis vehementem de tam gravi ri mine 
" condemnandzi non erunt > And that the Caron Law, tho? not 


( 177) 


a binding Rule in this Church, is yet of an Authority, which 


as an Argument mult be every where reſpected. 


And that the ſacred Text it ſelf, is expreſs to the ſame Pur- 
poſe, 1 Tim. v. 19. Againſt an Elder receive not an Accuſatie 
en but before two or three Witneſſes: Which is one of the Lays 


whereof the Obſeryation is inforc'd in the following Words of 


the 21 Verſe, in a very ſingular and reniarkable Stile, I charge 
thee before God and the Lord Feſus Chriſt, and the Ele@ Angels, 
that thon obſerve theſe Things. And the Text it ſelf of 
the 19th Verſe requires that nothing leſs, but rather ſomes 


what more then What amounts to a legal Evidence in a:com- 


mon Caſe, is to be admitted in the Accuſation of an Elder, 


when it ſpeaks of two or three Witneſſes ; whereas by the Law 
of Moſes, as well as moſt of the Civil Laws in the World, two 
Witneſſes are ſufficient for Proof of a Crime. And further, the + 
Text requires this full Evidence, before an Accuſation of an 


Elder be received, which is interpreted by ſome, to ſignify that 


ſuch Evidence muſt appear by Way of Precognition, even be- 


fore he be brought to Trial; And far more is it neceſſary, be- 


fore he be condemned. „ TI TEE 
That agreeable to theſe Rules, the Form of Proceſs of this 


Church dire&s, that againſt the Reputation of Miniſters no 
Charge for unſound Doctrine ought lightly to be received, and 


that in the Trial theregf, great Caution ought to be uſed, and 


the Knowledge and Underſtanding of the Witneſſes much looked 
into, CC, | | 2 


That in judgitig of the Evidence in this Caſe, with Juſtice 
to the Profeſſor, it is neceflary, carefully to avoid one Thing; 
which ſome had ſhown a Diſpoſition to go into, vi. the mixing 


or conjoining with the Evidence in Proceſs, any Suſpicions, 


Jealouſies, or even private Opinion or Conviction, it there 


were any ſuch, of the Profeſſor's being erroneous in his Opi- 


nions, ariſing either from Reports and Suggeſtions, or from any 
Part of the Profeſſor's Behaviour fince this Inquiry concerning 
him began, whether relating to the Queries propos d to him 
or otherwiſe : For, ſuppoſing he had given juſt Cauſe of Su- 
ſpicion, (as it was humbly thought he had not in Point of He- 
reſy, whatever he might have done in the Matter of Conduct) 
yet there is one Way of Dealing with à Perſon ſuſpected of 
Hereſy; and another Way with a Perſon directly and formally 


accus'd, and who is brought upon his Trial for having taught 


and vented Errors: He who has given Cauſe of Suſpicion, is 
to be brought, by all proper Methods of Inquiry, to give Sa- 
tisfaction in order to remove — Suſpicions, either by * 
* AA ; . 13 


(4-298) 


"Ing his Innocence, or by acknowledging his Error; But when 
2 Man is proceeded againſt in the Way of Trial, Suſpicions can 


no longer take Place or be regarded, there muſt then be a 


full Proof or nothing can be concluded againſt the Party ac- 
cuſed ; Suſpicions can in no Caſe, whether ſingly or join'd with 
imperfe& Evidence, be the Ground of condemning, nor be of 
any Uſe, but to make the Party againſt whom they ly clear 


or purge himſelf, in a proper Way from the Matter of thoſe 


Sulpicions. — The Caſe, then, as it now ſtayds, muſt be de- 


termined ſingly upon the roof brought againſt the Profeſſor 


upon this Libel it (elf, and upon no other extrinſick Evidence 


whatever that may be ſuppoſed to make againſt him. 


That hoping the Venerable Aſſembly would admit theſe 
Principles concerning Proof, and be ruled hy them in judg- 


ing this Cauſe, they (the Advocates) proceeded to point out, 
and make ſome Remarks on the Proof of the Articles found 
relevant, and of the Exculpation that has ariſen from the 
Pres bytery of Glaſgow's own Witneſſes, vzz. the Profeſſor's 
uſual and conſtant Doqcrine ; and they hop'd to ſhow that there 
was neither a legal nor a ſatisfying Evidence of the Profeſſor's 
having treſpaſſed in any of the Points found relevant by the 
Aﬀ:mbly. - | rt Fe 
At a6 Ahe firſt Article, viz. The deming the Neceſſary-exi- 
ſtence of Chriſt. 5 5 „ 

This Article muſt certainly be underſtood of the deny ing 
of the Neceſſary-exiſtence in the ordinary Acceptation of the 
Word, as it ſignifies an Impiſſibility not to have been, which is 
one of the Eſſential Perfe&ions of the Divine Nature that 
belong equally to all the Three Perſons of the Blefſed Trinity. 
Now the only Proof that is alledged of this is, what is ad- 
duced, upon the Third Article of the Libel, which, ſuppoſing 


it were proven, (as has been already obſerved upon the Re- | 


kvancy of that Article) does not infer the ſame. 


But in the next Place there is no ſuſhcient Proof of that 
Artiole of the Libel, for there are only Three Witneſles ad- 


duced upon it, and their Teſtimonies, when duly conſidered, 
do not make it out: For Alexander Duncan the 4th Witneſs 
only ſays IT hat the Profeſſor aſſerted to the beſt of his Remem- 
* brance, Chriſtus eſt eternus non tamen neceſſarius, but is not 
« p:ſitzve theſe are the exact Wirds the Profeſſor uttered,” which 
is juſt no Teſtimony at all. WE IEA | 
Edward Boyd the Third Witneſs, depones, © That the Pro- 
<« feſſor ſhewed himſelf diffatisfied with Mark's Argument, and 
added or ſaid, Chriſtus eſt eternus ſed non ens neceſſarium, or 
nen neceſſario exiſtit, or non neceſſarius eſt” But then it is 
to be obſerved, that, tho* he ſays that the ſaid Argument of 
Mark is againſt the Eternity of the World, yet he declares 
bz does net mind the Words that the Profe ſſer ſhemed his Dis- 
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„ 
ſutisbadtion with the ſaid Argument by. Now unleſs the Wit- 


neſs could have told the whole Words that the Profeſſor uſed 
on that Occaſion, it can never appear how that Sentence, which 
the Profeſſor is ſaid to have uttered, Chriſtus eſt eternus, &c. 
came in; whether the Profeffor ſpoke it as his own Opinion, 
or whether he was only reciting the Opinion of Dr. Clark, tre 


Ariſtotelians and others: For the bare Saying of theſe Words 


could neyer be Criminal, unleſs we knew the Manner, Order 
and Connection, in which they were uttered; which this Wit= 


neſs gives no Account of, becauſe he did not remember the 
Words which preceeded thele condeſcended upon by him. 
And therefore this Teſtimony can be of no Force againſt the 
Profeſſor. | Ee Fee. SEE IEG 
This will appear further from a Parallel Inſtance, ſuppoſe 


one were preaching againſt the Atheiſts, and ſhou!d have Oe- 
caſion to take Notice of ſome Arguments that are brought a- 


gainſt the Atheiſts, which he thought not concluſive, and ſome 


Lime thereaſter he ſnouſd have Occaſion to cite that „ 
The Fool bath ſaid in his Heart there is no God : If that Mi- 
niſter ſhould be thereafter accuſed of impugning or denying 


the Exiſtence of God, and a Witneſs ſhould he found that 


ſhould depone that he heard the Miniſter, while he pretend- 
ed to be Preaching againſt the Atheiſts, refute ſome Argu- 


ments that are ſometimes adduced againſt them, and that 
he added or ſaid, that there was not à God, but that he does 


not mind the Words in which he refuted the abovementioned 
Arguments; *tis evident ſuch a Teſtimony could never convict 


the Miniſter of Preaching Atheiſm; becauſe, tho' he faid 


theſe Words, that there is not aGod, yet it does not appear 
from what the Witneſs has ſaid, how they came in or were 


uſed : And this Inſtance will apply exactly to the Caſe in 


Hand, in as far as is founded on this Witneſs's Teſtimony; 
which does noways prove the Artiole libelled: «© 

There remains therefore but only one Witneſs, Alexander 
Bar the 15th, who ſeems indeed to tell his Story more ein- 
cumſtantiately, by ſaying that the Profeſſor gave this Reaſun 
for his Diſſatisfaction at Mark's Argument, Nam Chriſtus eff 
eternus, ſed non ens neceſſarium, ſeu non neceſſario exiſtit: 
But here it is to be noticed, I., That he is only a fingle 


Wicneſs, and by the Rules of Seripture, and the Laws of all 


Nations in all Ages, the Teſtimony of one Witneſs is not a juſt: 
and legal Proof againſt any Perion. | FRAY So ELD 

240, This Witneſs does not tell the whole Words that the 
Profeſſor uſed on that Occaſion : And without theſe, we can- 
not know whether the Words condeſeended upon were brought 
in; in ſuch a Manner as to imply any Error of the Profeſſor's 
own; poſſibly, if we had the whole Argument whi-h the Pro- 
feffar uſed. on that Occaſion, it might appear that" this Ex- 
. | — 22 2 | preſton 
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reſſion condeſcended on, could not agree with the other Raa- 
- ſonings the Profeſſor then uſed. 


Pl 7 


.. 3tro, The only Thing in this Teſtimony which ſeems to in- 
ſinuate that theſe Word were uſed by the Profeſſor as a Part 
of his own Argument is in the Particle Nam: But then this 
may poſſibly be the Witneſs's own Word, by which he has 
thought fit to connect the Words, Chriſtus eft, &c. with the 
Account that is here given of the Profeſſor's Argument; and 
5 being in Latin is no Evidence that it is the Profeſſor's 
Word, for the Witneſs has put a Word of his own, which 
mould be Or, into Latin, by the Particle /ez, in theſe Words, 
Non eft ens neceſſarium, ſeu non neceſſario exiſtit, where the 
Particle ſez is plainly the Witneſs's Word, his Meaning being 
that the Profeſſor ſaid, Non eft ens neceſſarium, or non neceſ- 
ſari exiſtit. | | | | 
- 4to, We find this Witneſs has put upon the Profeſſor, in o- 
ther Parts of his Oath, long Pieces of Nonſenſe in very bar- 
barous Latin, which no Perlon that eyer heard the Profeilor 
teach can believe he ſpoke : Which therefore weakens this 
Witneſs's Teſtimony very much; eſpecially when it is conſi- 
dered that he read his Depoſition from off a Paper which he 
bad write the Night before, which ought not to have been 
allowed, becauſe if he could not deliver without his Papers 
what he thought on the Night before, how can it be imagin- 
ed that he could diſtintly remember the Profeſſor's Words 
which he had uttered above Fifteen Months before that? 
J, This Witneſs was very young, being only 20 Years 
when he deponed, and conſequently not much above 18 at 
the Time when what he depones is ſaid to haye happened ; 
Jo that he might very eafily have miſtaken the Profeſſor's 
Words, being only a young Student who had attended the 
Divinity-Hall not above two Months at that Time. ; 5 
Sto, This is the more probable that what he depones up- 
on is altogether extrinſick to the Subje& the Profeſſor was 
treating of, De creations mundi; eſpecially conſidering what 
r. Lewis Chapman depones, That the Profeſſor was in ule 
to teach that there is an utter Diſparity betwixt the Eternity 
of the World and the Eternal Generation of the Son of God, 
and that he gave this Reaſon for it, that the World muſt be 
finite, whereas the Son of God muſt be infinite and of illimited. 
Pe rfections. %%% (LS . 8 
timo, That there has been a Miſtake in this Matter is fur- 
ther probable from this, That of the thirty Witneſſes who 
have been examined, none of them ceuld ſay that the Pro- 
feſſor uſed any ſuch Expreſſion, ſave the three Witneſſes above- 
mentioned, who, as they do not agree in the preciſe Words, 
ſo neither do they agree as to the Time, ſo that they are not 
conteſtes to any one particular Fact. Now tis more 1 4 


7 | 3s 


. | that two or three Perſons might have miſtaken the Profefſor's 
Words, than that ſuch a Expreſſion, if it had been deliberate - 


ly ſaid, ſhould baye eſcaped the Obſeryation of a much 
greater Number, who, by their Depoſitions, ſeem to be fully 
as Capable to underſtand a Divinity Lecture, and it is impoſſible 
that they could have forgot it, if they had heard it. 
8vo, What the Profeſſor has proven by a vaſt many Witneſſes 
in his Exculpation, that he taught, That the Son hath all Di- 
vine Perfections, that all the eſent;al Perfections of the Father 


agree to the Son, that whatever could be affirared of the Father 
ought to be affirmed of the Son, except his perſonal Property, * 
This being the conſtant Tenor of the Profeſſor's Doctrine, 

makes it highly improbable, that ever he ſhould have uttered. 


any Expreſſion importing a Denial of the Neceſſary-exiſtence 


of Chriſt, as it is an eſſential Perfection of the Divine Nature, 
that is equally common to all the Three Perſons of the 


rinity. 9 Fay. 
As to the ſecond Article found relevant, That the Profeffor 
ſhould have ſaid, That the Neceſſary-exiſtence of Chriſt was 
a Thing we knew not; it is not proven, as will appear by run- 


ning through the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes adduced on this 


Head. | 


Alexander Duncan the 4th Witneſs, Depones, ce That Ita. 


& dent propounded a Difficulty, and in urging the ſame, Chriſt's 
$6 * came to be handled, but does not remem- 


der the Way in which it was propoſed, viz. Whether direQly, 
* thinks, The Profeſſor ſaid in 


& or by Inference ; Depones, as 
58 Anſwer to this, We do not know, or that it was a Thing we 
knew nothing about, or other Words, which the Deponent is 


certain did bear no other neceſſary Meaning.” | 1 


Here it is to be obſerved, 12209, That a Witneſs's Teſtimo 


ny, 4s to the Meaning, ought not to be regarded, becauſe that 


would be making him a Judge of the Doctrine or Meaning; 
whereas he was only Witneſs to the Fact or Words emitted, 
and the Judicatory muſt judge of the Import and Meaning of 
the Words. 2do, This Witneſs does not remember the Way in 
which the Queſtion concerning Chris Neceſſary- exiſtience was 
propoled, whether diredtly, or by Inference. Now, if it was 
only by Inference, as is moſt probable from what the other Wit- 


| nelles ſay, then the ſaying we do not know, or that was a Thing 
we knew nothing about, implies only a doubting of the Infe- 


rence, not a Denial of the Neceſſary-exiſtence itſelf; And ſo 
this Witneſs proves nothing upon this Article. 8 | 
N Aſeel 


* Fervey, W. 11. Campbell, W. 12. Banantyne, V. 18. Miller, 
— 19. M'Clac, W, 20. Stirling, N. 20. Cotes, W. 28. Ritchie, 
. 2. We 20. SH, M. 20. Ces, If. 


R 25 
Meek the 16th Witneſs, Depones, © That when the Obje uon 
ic 'wh's made by a Student, as mentioned in the Libel, and 
cc former Depoſitions he heard the Profeſſor anſwer, Neither yore 
ec nor 1 know any Thing about that.” Now, the Obje&ion men- 
tioned in the Libel and other Depoſitions. tho? it is not men- 
tioned the ſame Way in both, is in Subſtance this, That if the 
Son was not Independent in the ſame Senſe as what the Father 
was, he could not be Neceſſar:ly-exiſtent ; And if the Profeſſor 
in Anſwer to this, ſaid, Neitber you nor I knew any Thing about 
that, it is only a Denial or Doubting of that Conſequenee, 
which is very far from denying the Nece ſſary-exiſtence of Chriſt 
5 5 the 6th Witneſs, Depones, That the Proteſſor's An- 
ſwer to the Student's Ohje&ion was, We knew not theſe Things, F 
or we knew not whether be might have had a Being or not, | | 
Gut is not poſitive which of theſe it was. Now, if it was the 
laſt of theſe, this Witneſs is ſingular; and if it was the firſt, 
it is only ſaying, We knew not that Conſequence : und in- 
_ deed this Witneſs ſeems to be altogether ſingular as to his Ac- F 
count of the Matter, tor there are four clear Witneſſes, Mrs, | + 
if 
1 


Barr, Hamilton, William Boyd and Langford, who concur, 
that the Proſeſſor s Anſwer to the Student's Objection, viz. If 


not Independent, he could not be Neceſſarily-exiſtent, was, How e. 
do you know that ? Which is only a Denial of that (Conſequence, is 
and is rather an Aﬀertion of Chriſt's Neceſſary-exiftence, than n 


a direct Denial of it. And this is further cleared trom what 

Fohuſton the 29th Witneſs depones, 1 hat when a Student of 
“ made an Objection to the |'urpoſe of the Objection laid in St 
„ the Libel, about the Son's being Independent of the Father In 

£ The Proteflor anſwered, Do you think he is Independent of | of 


4c his Father, certainly none can ſuppoſe or affirm that, and Se 
* that he is not begotten, altho* our ſhalow or finite Capa- [Re 
< cities cannot poſſibly comprehend, or have ary Notion of f 
„ the Modus or Manner of this Generation.” 3 are 


William Boyd the 29th Witneſs, Depones, That the Profeſſor Bo 
began his Anſwer with theſe Words, Now how do you know pre 
that ? Which Words wcre introductory to ſomething that Ph; 
followed, probably what Johnſton has told us. Then the Pre 
Student replied, It is poſſible the Son might not have been, and || ws 
ce the Fatber might have been without him: \ hen the Profeffor | Par 
„ ſpoke firſt ſomething to that, which the Deponent had forgot; ¶ that 
but the laſt Thing he ſpoke, with Relation to this, was, Per 
That is a Philiſiphital Nicety we knew nothing about; but unleſs ties 
theſe Words which he has forgot were produced, we cannot feſſe 
know what the Profeſſor called a Philoſcphical Nicety, which, 1 U 
he was not certain about. Upon the whole, there is no ſuffi- Naga! 

cient Evidence from the aboye-mentioned Teſtimonies, Lins the! 
: proves 


. 
L 


„ . 
proyes the Profeſſor has tranſgreſſed in this ſecond Article 
found crelevant by the Aﬀlembly.  _ 1 3 

As to third Article, ſhe denying the Independence) of the 
Deity of Chriſt, there is not the leaſt Shadow of Proof, that 
the Proteſſor Was guilty of this : For it appę ars from the whole 
Depoſi ons that the Reaſaning uſed betwixt the F rofeſſor and 


the Student did only concern what the Schoolmen called. the 


independentia perſonalis C Te REES 
As to the 4th Article, viz. The calling the Terins Neceſſary. 


exiſtence and Independency, Impertinent and Philoſophical 


Niceties. | 4 RO es mt] 
As to the Word Neceſſary-exiſtence, there are only two Wit- 
neſſes who ſay he quarrelied it, vix. Brown the 6th, who ſays 
that the Profeſſor {aid theſe Terms were impertinent, and not 
to be uſed in ſpeaking of the Trinity; or Words to that Purpoſe, 
Which is no poſitive Evidence. 7 5 
The next Witneſs on this Head is M*Clae, Who only ſays 


tꝛat the Profeſſor ſaid, That theſe Terms were not uſed in Scrip- 


ture, and were impertinent: But, beſides that he is ſingular 


1 the erm Neceſſary-exiſtence, the only Meaning that 


theſe Words have, is, that theſe Terms not being uſed in 
_ Scripture, they were not ſo pertinent or fit to be uſed concern- 
ing the Irinity, as Ser ptural Terms are; and Neceſſary-exiſt= 


ence being there joined with the Term JIndependency, (which 


nection) muſt ſignify the ſame with being of Nane. 


is only the independentia perſonalis, as appears from the Con- 


As to the Term Independence, it appears from the Depoſitions 


of Mrs. Chapman, Ritchie, Brown William Bod, Barr and 


Stirling, That the Profetfor is there ſpeaking only of the Term 
Independence, which, when treating of the perſonal Properties 


of the Father and Son, could not be ſo pertinently uſed as 
Scriptural Expreſſions ; or that it was not to be applied to the 
Relations of the Divine Perſons. bp 


As to the calling theſe Terms Philoſophical Neceties. Thers 


are only two Witneſſes which touch on this, vir. Villiam 
Boyd, who does not remember what went before that Ex- 
preſſion, and conſequently what it was the Frefeſſor called a 


 Philoſphical Nicety. And Thomas Hamilton ſays, That the 


Profeſſer's Anſwer to the Student's Objection, How do you cr 


we know that? And added; (whether after urging the firſt 
Part of the Difficulty, or after both Parts, he is not poſitive) 
that we are not ſo nicely to philoſopize, when {peaking of the 


Perſons of the Trinity, or that theſe were Philoſophical Nice- 


ties. So that he is not poſitive, which of theſe two the Pro- 
feſſor ſaid, and ſo there is no poſitive Proof on this Head. 
| Upon the whole, as there is no good or ſufficient Evidence 


againſt the Profefſor, upon any of theſe Heads; fo, ſuppoſing 
the Proof from the Depoſitions of the Witneſſes had — much 
N . I | - ſtronge 
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ſtronger and more pregnant than it is, yet it deſervey, to be 
remarked, that the Profeſſor could not be conhdemyed as 


guilty of Hereſy or teaching Error, upon any Proof writing 


from the Teſtimony of Witneſſes concerning Words emitted: 
For no Inſtance can be given that any Perſon was ever eon- 


 Yemned for Hereſy upon a Proof by Witneſſes ; all thoſe ho 
were condemned for Etror, of whom Church Hiſtory gives us 
any Account, were only condemned upon their own Confeſſion, 


or upon Writ which they owned or gave under their Hands, 


And the Reaſon is very plain; Words ſpoke do ſtrike the 
Ear in fo tranſient a Manner, that Hearers may very 


eaſily miſtake them; and a Miſtake in any the ſmalleſt Par- 


ticle or Circumſtance in a Speech, will ſo alter the Senſe as 
to change Truth into Error; ſo that there is the greateſt Ex- 


actneſs requiſite, which can never be had from Witnefles 
with any Degree of Certainty; and to convict one of Error, 
to be ſure, requires the ſtrongeſt Evidence and moſt convincirg 


Proof; and daily Experience teaches us how apt Hearers ae 
do miſtake the Words and Meaning of what they hear, ſo tlat 
it is evident no Teſtimonies of Witneſſes can be a ſufficient 


Probation, whereupon to convict one of being guilty of tea:h- 
eb: SANDRO E b: r IL IRIS 5r rr af f 


PLEADING os the Relevancy of the Fourth 


Article: 


y | f PON the geventeenth of May, the Aſtembly proceeded 


to the Fourth Article of the Libel, upon which Mr. 


Simſon, and his Council were heard, and their Pleadings a- 
gainſt the Relevancy of that Article were in Subſtance as follows. 


« Article Fourth, in teaching you gave it as your own 
e Opinion and the Judgment of the Primitive Fathers, that 


„ the Three Perſons of the Trinity are not to be ſaid to be 
either Numerically or Speciſically one in Subſtance or Eſſence; 


c but added that they were ſo the ſame as to be one Ged in 
« Three Perſons, but gave not any Name to, nor attempted to 
« pre any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs ; nor can there 
cc 


e any but Numerical Oneneſs of Subſtance or Eſſence con- 
ee ſiſtent with the Godhead, who is but one in Number and 
not more. | | | 


That if the Profeſſor had ſaid any Thing importing a Denial 
of the Unity of the Godhead, which is the very Firſt Principle 


at all Religion, it had certainly been relevant to make him 


guilty of the greateſt of all Hereſies: And that if a Propoſiti- 


en were extracted out of this Article, and plac'd by by it = 


U man 


1 


— » 


. G. 


* 
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in theſe Words, That the Three Lerſens ef the Trinity are not . 
be faid to be Numerically one in Subſtance or Eſſence ; and ii in 
_ That Propoſition the Phraſe Numerically One be taken in the or- 


dinary vulgar Meaning of it, to ſignify Simple Unity, in Op- 


* 


poki.ionto the Number Two, Three, and all other Flurelity of 


Vambers, it would certainly be a moſt groſly erroneous Prop 


ſition, and he who (poke it as his own Opinion, muſt indeed be 

one of the worlt of Hereticks. But, as this Article is laid in 
the Libel, no ſuch Propoſition is charged againſt Mr. S$imſun, 
nor can the Word Numerically, ſpoken by him in the Manner 


libelled, be underſtood in this moſt erroneous Senſe, which 


excludes the Divine Unity : But on the contrary, the Article it 


ſelf bears the Profeſſor's Exculpation in its Boſom, ard ſhews, 


by the very Manner of the Profeſſor's teaching, as laid in this 
Article, that by rejecting the Term Numericalh, he meant not 
to impugn this fundamental Article of the Unity of the God- 


bread. -  .-: e 
For in the Libel it is ſaid, That he gave it as his own 0p;- 


nion, aud the Fudg ment of the Primitive Fathers, which ſhows 


that he could not intend to inſinuate an Error fo groſs as that 
of impugning the Unity, which no one could imagine to have 


been rhe Opinion of the Primitive Fathers. 


And the Libel further ſets forth, That he gave it as his own 


Opinion, That the Three Perſons are not to be ſaid to be either 
Numerically or Specifically one in Subſtance or Eſſence ;, and if no- 
thing turther had been added. than theſe Words, it ſeems im- 


Poſſible to imagine, that this Propoſition included a Denial of 


the Unity; for the rejecting the Word Specifical, as well as the 
Word Numerical, muſt neccflarily remove any Sulpicion of an 


anſound Senſe that might be implied in rejecting the Term 
Numerical alone: Becauſe that unſound Senſe is abſolutely ex- 


cluded by the mentioning and rejecting at the. ſame 1 ime ot 
the Term Specifical; For this latter does plainly import a De- 
nial of any Plarality of Gods; And therefore che former, {po- 
ken with the ſame Breath, cannot be underſtood to affirm ſuch à 
Plurality; But muſt neceſſarily have been us'd in a Senſe 


conſiſtent with the other Member of the ſame Sentence ; Which 


Senſe-can be no other than what the Frofeſſor affirms he always 
mean'd when he rejected the Uſe of the Term Numerically, 
when applied as in the Libel, viz: in ſo far as it ſignifies, as it 
does when applied to Creatures, a Unity cf Perſons, or that is 
inconſiſtent with a Plurality bf Perſons: LW : 


But to put the Matter further out of Doubt, the Libel it 


lf ſets forth, that the Profeſſor added the Divine Perſons were 
ſo the ſame, as to be one God in Three Perſons : Whick muſt 
have rendered it impoſſible for his Hearers ſo far to miſun- 
derſtand his rejeRing of the Word Numerical, as to imazine he 
thereby mean'd to impugn we Dram Dare dens 

e „„ A 2 _ 73. The 
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The Libel indeed goe 
Fault, That he gave not any Name to, nor attempted to give 
any Notion of that Sameneſs or Oneneſs, and adds by Way of 
Argument, That there cannot be any but Numerical 2 of 
Sub ance or Eſſence which is conſiſtent with the Godhead wha 
zs but one in Number and not more. And truly if this be 
all that the Framers of the Libel have to ſay, in order to per- 
form what they charge the Profeſſor as having omitted; and 
if this be what they would have had him to ſay, in giving a 


| Name to, or a Netion of that Unity, they have made his Ex- 
euſe even in arguing againſt him; for they have ſaid no more 


than the Libel bears the Profeſſor to have ſaid in Effect, and 
even more forceibly : For what are we profited by being told, 
25 a Name to that Oneneſs, that it is Numerical, and as a No- 
tion of it that it is but one and not more, * ' 

It is jndeed all that" can be ſaid. And ſo far the Presbytery 
which framed the Lihel are in the Right; But it is no more 
then the Profeſſor has laid, and therefore they are in the Wrong, 
to find Fault with him for not ſaying enough: For the only 
Thing they do, which he has not done, is the uling of a Word 


which adds no Light to the Matter; for what Idea do we get 


by the Term Numerically one further than by the ſimple Word 
One e Or what further Notion of Unity by being told that it 
 exclades Plurality? Has not the Profeſſor ſaid all this as the 

Libel itſelf -expreſly bears? vz. That there is but one God in 
Three Perſons; and that there is not a Plurality of Subſtances 
in the Godhead, which the reje&ing the Term Specifical neceſ- 
ſarily imports, as well as there js more than a Unity of Perſons, 

which'is the only Thing that the rejecting the Term Numerical 
can import when join'd with the other? It is not* furely 2 
Fault to aſſert both the Parts of this myſterious Truth at once; 
and in aſſerting the Unity of the Godhead, to be ever mindful 
of the Trinity of Perſons, and in aſſerting the Trinity always to 
remember the Unity cf the Godhead. F 
The Profeflor has aſlerted both, in 
miſunderſtood,; and is not alledged to have ſaid ſeparately that 
the Three Divine Perſons were not of One Numerical Subſtance, 


which indeed had been very unſafe, and, without ſome Ex- 


plication ſubjoined, very unfound, and wo2ld have imported 
2 Denial of the Divine Unity. But the rejecting that Word in 
the Manner libelled, was neither unſound nor could be unſafe, 
becauſe with the ſame Breath the Plurality of Subſtances was 
denied, and the Unity of the Godhead in the Trinity of Per- 

ſens, affirmed in the plaineſt Manner, 4% 


| ve of that Unity, other 


And what Not ion could he poſſibly gi 
then the Presbytery of . has given in the Libel, and 


| have admitted that the Profeſſor gave, viz. That it is ſuch a 
proper and ſimple Unity, as excludes a Plurality of Gods 4 
7 „„ $9 : 5 „ N WE - 


s on, Charging it on the Profeſſas as a 


Terms that could not be 
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Ihe Proof of this Article will further ſhow that the Pro- 
feſſor ne ver rejected the Uſe of the Term Numerical, without 


bees ( 187 1. 


Subſtances ? And was it not proper at the ſame Time, to add 
as the Libel ſays the Profeſſor did, That it was ſuch @ U- 


nity as admits of Three Perſons? What would they have had 


him to ſay more? Was he to pretend to explain the Manner 


how theſe two were conſiſtent ? Who can tell that, or find out 
the Almighty to Perfection? To that Queſtion there can be 


no Anſwer, but that the Thing is revealed, and is therefore 


humbly to be adored and believed; but that it is a Myſtery 
the Manner whereof is not revealed, and therefore we can 


at the ſame Time explaining the Senſe in which he took it, 


| fo as to exclude any unſound Meaning in his rejecting it. But 


indeed there ſeems to be no Uſe for the Proof of an Exclupa- 


tion, when the Exculpation is contained in the very Article 
of the Libel itſelf; for whatever in a Libel makes for the De- 


fender, is as good as fully proyed in fayours of him, and no 


further Proof of it is neceffary.“ 
A PAPER which Mr. S118 0 N gave in 


to the Aſſembly, May 18. 1727. | 


Rofeſſor Simon kumbly offers to the Veneralile Aftembly, | 


for his Vindication, his Sentiments upon the Subje& of 
The Articles of the Libel againſt him that have been found re- 


levant by the Aﬀembly. „ „ 
If, That Chriſt is Neceſſarily-exiſtent in the common and 
ordinary Senſe of that Word, as it fignifies an Impoſſibility 
not to have been, which is one of the Eſſential Perfections of 
0 2 Nature that are equally common to all the Three 
Perſons. F | 4 


| 2dly, That idependency is to be affirmed of the Son of 
God, as it ſignifies an Eſſential Perfection of his Divine Na- 
ture, which is equally conimon to all the Perſons of the T7 i- 


nity. 


 3dhy, That the Tree Perſons of the Trinity are of one 

Subſtance in Number, not taken in ſuch a Senſe as that Phraſe 

is in common Uſe applied to Creatures, which reſtricts it to 
one Perſon, but in a Senſe importing the ſtricteſt Unity of the 
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Godhead in Oppoſition to a Plurality of Gods, yet eonſiſtgut⸗ | 
Pl with their being Three Perſons in Oppoſition to one Per- 
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Edinburgh, May 18. 1727. 


ports of the laſt 


Aﬀlﬀenibly's Committee for Purity of Doctrine, and the Pres- 


bytery ot Glaſyow, concerning Mr. John Simſon Ptofeſſot of 
Divinity in the Univerſity of Glaſgow, in ſuch a Manner as 
the Variety of the Matter, and great Importance thereof, as 
al'o the clearing and vindicating of Divine Truths require: 
And yet that it is fit, that the Supreme judicatory of this 


Church only ſhould give a final Determination therein; did 
therefore agree that the ſame be delayed till the next General 
Allembly. And in order to the further preparin and ripen- 


ing this whole Affair, appointed the Perſon3 aftermentioned, 
wiz. Mr. William Hamilton Profeſſor bf Divinity in the Uni- 
verſity of Edinburgh their Moderator, Maſters James Haddow 
Prineipal of the New College of St. Andrews, William Wiſe- 


hart Principal of the College of Edinburgh, George Chalmers 
Principal of the King's College of Aberdeen, Thomas Blackwell 
Vrincipal of the New College of Aberdeen, David Anderſon 


Projettor of Divinity in the King's College of Aberdeen, Mat- 


thew Crawford Profeſſor of Eccleſiaſtick Hiſtory in the Uni- 


verſity of Edinbargh,. William Mitchell at Edinburgh, James 


Ramſay at Kelſo, Allan Logan at Culroſs, Thomas Black at © 
Perth, Thomas Linnen at Leſmahago, William M*George at Pen- 


7y:ook, John Hamilton at Glaſgow, Samuel Semple at Libertoun, 


James Mercer at Aberdalgie, Robert: Woodrow at Eaftwoed, 
James Smith at Cramend, James Bannantyne at Ediuburgh; ' 
Ja mes Craiy there, John Brand at Borrowſtouneſs, William Mil- 
ter at Edinburgh, Alexander Anderſon at St. Andrews, John 
Mathiſen at Edinburgh, John Scot at Glaſgow, and Alexander 


| Rebertſen at Tinwald, Miniſters. The Right Honourable A- 


dam Cockburn of Ormiſton Lord Juſtice Clerk, Mr. James Er- 
s&ine of Grange, Mr. James Hamilton of Pancaitland, and Mr. 
Hugh Dalrymple of Drumore, four of the Senators of the 
College of juſtice, George Drammond Eſquire, Lord Provoſt 


bf Edinburgh, Mr, Robert Dandas of Arniſton Advocate, or 


rx Genersl Aff. mbly conſidering that it is not practi- 
cable for them to overtake what yet remains of the 
| Procefs laid befdre them trom the Re 
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lonel Fohn Erskine of Carnock, 9 92 James" Boſwel sf Au- 
chinleck Advocate, Ruling Elders, to be a Cominittee, where- 
of Thirteen to be 4 Quortim, and Nine always to be Mini- 
ſters; and that their firſt Meeting ſhall be in the Old Church 
lil: of Edinburgh, upon Monday the Twenty ſecond Inſtant, at 
Nine of the Clock in the Forenoon; and their ſubſetzuent 
ſtated Meetings to be upon Tweſday before each quarterly 
Meeting of the N of this General Aſſembly in the 
ſame Place at four of the Clock in the Afternoon, with Power 
to them to chuſe their own _— and Clerk, and to ad- 
jotirn theitilelyes to ſuch Tin and Places as they ſhall ſec 
Cauſe; and the Aſſembly hereby eartieſtly obteſts all the Mem- 
bers of the ſaid Committee, punctually to attend as they ſhall 
be accountable to the next General Aﬀembly ; and it 1s here- 
by declared, that ahy Miniſters of the Presbytery of Glaſgow, 
whs ſhall attend the Meetings of this Committee hail be 
Members thereof, tho' not of the above Nomination. And 
the General Aﬀembly gives full Power to the ſaid Cortimittee 
to proceed upon the Articles in the Procels, both is to che 
Libel and Queries, and what has followed thereupon, not 
judged by this Aſſembly, and upon what elle is contained in 
the Act of the laſt Aſſembly for preſerving Purity f Doctrine, 
which the Presbytery of Glaſgow and former Committee could 
not overtake; and that they proceed in the whole, hereby 
committed to them, conform to the Powers and Directiont of 
that Act, and æſque ad ſententiam, but ſhall not paſs a Sen- 
sence either ablolving or condemning Mr. Simſon, but report 
their Diligence to the next General Alembly : All being 


| | referred to their Judgment. And it is recommended to the 


Presbytery of Glaſgow to be aſſiſtant to the Conimittee, as 
they ſhall be required by them. And Mr. Sion is appoin- 
ted to attend upon the ſàid Committee, when called by 
them, and upon the next Gneral Aſſembly when and where 
they ſhall happen to meet. And the General Aſſembly in the 
titerim, on account of the Articles in the Libel charged on Mr. 
Simſen, which have been found relevant and proven, judged 
he ought to be ſuſpended; likeas, they hereby ſuſpend him 
from teaching and preaching, till the Meeting of the next Ge- 
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gow, March 2d 1726 


Act of Aſſembly for preſerving Purity of Ne, 


May 17. 1726 

The Presbytery of Glaſgow's Dueſtions 

The Profeſſor s Letter to the Presbytery of Glaſgow, 
October 12. 1726. 

The Profeſſor's Letter to the Committee for. roy of 

Doctrine, November 7. 1726. , 

. T he Presbytery of Glaſgow's 3 HE 

| The Profeſſor's Auſwers to the Presbytery s Refe- 
rences 

Repreſentation given in 15 the Profe 72 to thePres- 
bytery, March 29. 1727 

The Libel 

Paſſages of the Confeſſion of Faith and Catechiſms, 

2 the Acts of Afſembl y 0 which the Libel is 

funded 

Form of Proceſs, Chap. 7 5 3 and 8 

The Profeſſor” $ Objectins againſt i the — of the 

Libet | 


Mr. Simſon's Letter to the Presbytery of Glaſs 
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f Tu * Letters from the Profeſſor to the comjuntt: 


Metin of the Committee aud 3 Marck 
16 an Wh | 159 


17. 1727 


Act ef Alemby, Lars 8. 169 97 
Pleading on the 8 
cles of the Libel 


Articles 


; Nag: to Mr. M*Laren 


tbe Libel. 
Pleading on the ath Artic of the Libel 


SS 
eading on the Prey we the 2d and 34 Articles f 1 


255 TR 161 
of the 2d, and 34 Arti- 


be Profeſſor's Paper againſt the Relevancy of theſe 1 
| 3 166 
Pleading upon the Relevancy of the Exculpation ; 


162 


168 
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1 84 


; EP Paper given in by the e Pro In x 18. 1747 f 182 
. an 27 * 


8 32 
De Profeſſor”s Partitular Grounds 0 Ecul 110 
The Depoſitions of the: Witneſſes * 7 gen 1. % * | 
An AbbyOviate of the os taken from the Dep: 
"© fitions of the Witneſſes, FA efied 8 to the | | 
.  Aifferant Articles of the Libel 5 | 
Particular Exculpatinunn 102 

FCeneral Exculpation 3 „ 2 

| 9 pon the Proof adv . the Pa. 5 


go, with two or three Remarks « 118 ; 
| Remarks on the Profeſſor's N to the Presby- 
© fery's References 130 
2 to theſe Remarks 1 38 | 
: of the Committee of al Rane e Y 
the Profeſſor's Repreſentation 15 151 
An Wers to that Report 1 + 


